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1.0 Introduction and History 

1.1 Report Purpose and Background Information 
This final screening report describes the alternatives development and screening process that was 
used for the Kimball Junction Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT) is preparing the EIS to evaluate proposed transportation improvements at 
the Interstate 80 (I-80) and State Route 224 (SR-224) interchange at Kimball Junction in Summit 
County, Utah. 

Figure 1-1 shows the needs assessment study area, which includes the I-80 and SR-224 
interchange at Kimball Junction and SR-224 from Kimball Junction through the two at-grade 
intersections on SR-224 (at Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway). The evaluation area also extends 
from milepost 143.2 to milepost 145.6 on I-80. The alternatives studied in detail in the EIS will be 
located within this area. Improvements are needed to address transportation-related safety and 
mobility for all users of the Kimball Junction area. 

Before the EIS process began, UDOT developed an area plan—the Kimball Junction and SR-224 
Area Plan1 (Area Plan) using its Solutions Development process—to summarize the needs in the 
Kimball Junction area and establish an initial range of improvements to reduce congestion and 
improve multimodal travel and connectivity, including at the two at-grade intersections on SR-224. 

Building on the results of the Area Plan, UDOT conducted additional alternatives development, 
refinement, and screening. The results of that alternatives development and screening process have 
been published in the Draft Alternatives Development and Screening Results Report (draft screening 
report) and in this Final Alternatives Development and Screening Results Report (final screening 
report). 

The alternatives development and screening process results described in this final screening report 
provide critical information about how alternatives are evaluated in the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) process and under applicable regulatory standards. The screening process considers 
whether an alternative satisfies the project’s purpose and whether it is feasible and reasonable 
under NEPA, practicable under the Clean Water Act, and prudent and feasible under Section 4(f) of 
the Department of Transportation Act of 1966. For more information regarding the regulations 
considered in this screening process, see Section 3.2, Reasons Why an Alternative Might Be 
Eliminated during the EIS Screening Process (Levels 3 and 4 Screening). 

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

 
1 UDOT and Summit County, Kimball Junction and SR-224 Area Plan, https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/

wp-content/uploads/2022/09/Kimball-Jct-Draft-Area-Plan.pdf, May 2021.  

https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/%E2%80%8Cwp-content/uploads/2022/09/Kimball-Jct-Draft-Area-Plan.pdf
https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/%E2%80%8Cwp-content/uploads/2022/09/Kimball-Jct-Draft-Area-Plan.pdf
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Figure 1-1. Kimball Junction EIS Needs Assessment Evaluation Area 
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1.2 Results from the Draft Screening Report 
The screening criteria used in the multilevel screening analyses generated measures that allowed 
UDOT to identify reasonable alternatives and screen out unreasonable alternatives systematically 
and objectively. The process consisted of a four-level alternatives screening evaluation that spanned 
the Area Plan and EIS processes and considered agency and public input. Additional engineering 
refinements were made to the alternatives resulting from the Area Plan before beginning Level 3 
screening as part of the EIS process. The refined Alternatives A and C passed all elements of 
Level 3 screening, were considered reasonable based on the Level 4 screening results, and were 
recommended for further study in the EIS. For more information, see Section 3.6, Level 3 Screening; 
Section 3.7, Level 4 Screening; and Table 3-4, Refined Alternatives for Level 3 Screening. Refined 
Alternative B was eliminated because it didn’t meet all elements of Level 3 screening, and Level 4 
screening showed that it would have the most resource impacts of the three alternatives, including 
three business relocations. 

1.3 New Alternatives Development and Screening 
Evaluation Conducted between the Draft and Final 
Screening Reports 

After publication of the draft screening report on February 26, 2024, UDOT collected and considered 
comments identified by the agencies and public, including new alternatives and variations on the 
existing alternatives. Section 4.0, Summary of the Public and Agency Comment Period for the Draft 
Screening Report, summarizes the public and agency input that was received during the formal 
comment period held during the draft alternatives screening phase. Full copies of all public and 
agency comments received are included in Attachment B, Public and Agency Engagement 
Materials, of this final screening report. 

Section 5.0, Alternatives Development and Screening Conducted after the Comment Period for the 
Draft Screening Report, summarizes the evaluation results of any new alternatives that were 
screened based on public and agency comments received. Attachment D, Kimball Junction 
Alternatives and Traffic Modeling Data Report, includes an updated traffic report that provides 
additional evaluation results for the new alternatives that were screened. Attachment E, New 
Alternatives Resulting from the Draft Screening Results Comments That Were Eliminated after 
Screening Evaluation, includes conceptual design exhibits of new alternatives that were evaluated 
but eliminated based on screening results. Attachment F, Improved Alternatives Moving Forward for 
Detailed Evaluation in the Draft EIS, includes conceptual design exhibits of the alternatives that were 
improved based on additional engineering improvements made between the draft and final versions 
of this report and that are moving forward for detailed evaluation in the Draft EIS. 

Section 6.0, Alternatives Moving Forward for Detailed Evaluation in the EIS, summarizes the 
alternatives that passed Level 3 and Level 4 screening and are moving forward for detailed 
evaluation in the Draft EIS.  

 



 

4 | August 28, 2024 Final Alternatives Development and Screening Results Report 

1.4 Kimball Junction and SR-224 Area Plan 
In partnership with Summit County, UDOT published the Kimball 
Junction and SR-224 Area Plan in 2021. The Area Plan was 
developed using UDOT’s Solutions Development process, a local 
planning process that seeks to capture the unique context of an 
area or corridor and develop a set of solutions to meet its 
transportation needs. The Area Plan identified and evaluated 
future transportation improvements at the interchange of I-80 and 
SR-224 and through the two at-grade intersections on SR-224 
(Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway) in Summit County. It also 
evaluated multimodal improvements to address congestion, 
mobility, safety, access, and travel time reliability at the Kimball Junction interchange and on SR-224 
in the Kimball Junction area. 

The Area Plan process informed the draft purpose and need statement for the Kimball Junction EIS 
and the preliminary identification of project alternatives. The Area Plan applied a two-level screening 
process to analyze an initial set of 30 potential solutions. Eventually, the range of options was 
narrowed to three conceptual alternatives, which include highway, intersection, and pedestrian and 
bicyclist improvements. 

The 2021 Area Plan is available on the Kimball Junction EIS website 
(https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/resources). 

1.5 Overview of the Alternatives Development and 
Screening Process 

UDOT conducted a four-level screening evaluation of alternatives that spanned the Area Plan and 
EIS processes. Level 1 and Level 2 screening were conducted during the 2021 Area Plan process, 
while Level 3 and Level 4 screening were conducted during the EIS process (Figure 1-2). 

Public input occurred during the Level 1 and Level 2 screening conducted during the Area Plan 
process. Additional agency and public inputs in the form of formal scoping occurred just prior to 
Level 3 screening (see Figure 1-2). A summary of the public and agency input received during the 
formal comment period held during the scoping phase is provided in the Scoping Summary Report, 
which is available on the Kimball Junction EIS website (https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/resources). 
Additional public input occurred after UDOT developed its alternatives screening criteria and 
methodology and again when UDOT released the draft version of this report. 

New alternatives were recommended by the agencies or the public during the most recent comment 
period for the draft screening report. Because one new alternative was very different from any of the 
refined alternatives presented in the draft screening report, UDOT screened that alternative starting 
at Level 1 (fatal flaw analysis). The other new alternatives, which were similar to those presented in 
the draft screening report, were screened starting at Level 3. 

What is the Kimball Junction 
area? 

The Kimball Junction area 
includes the I-80 and SR-224 
interchange through the two 
at-grade intersections on SR-224 
(Ute Boulevard and Olympic 
Parkway). 

https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/resources/
https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/resources/
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Figure 1-2. Overview of the Kimball Junction EIS Alternatives Development and Screening Process 
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2.0 Alternatives Development and Screening 
during the Area Plan Process 

During the Area Plan process, UDOT conducted the following two-level alternatives screening 
process for the 30 conceptual alternatives that were developed during the Area Plan process: 

• Level 1 Screening. Level 1 screening determined whether each conceptual alternative had 
a “fatal flaw” or whether it did not meet the problems and opportunities of the study. The 
alternatives that had a fatal flaw or did not meet the problems and opportunities were 
dismissed from further consideration. 

• Level 2 Screening. Level 2 screening of the remaining conceptual alternatives included 
more-quantitative measures as well as a comparative evaluation of technical screening 
criteria. 

More information regarding Level 1 and Level 2 screening criteria and measurements is available in 
the Alternatives Development and Screening Methodology Report, which is available on the Kimball 
Junction EIS website (https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/alternative-screening-2). 

2.1 Conceptual Alternatives Development  
An objective of the Area Plan process was to work with the study 
partners to analyze and develop a range of highway, intersection, 
and pedestrian and bicyclist improvements to improve capacity 
and multimodal transportation options in the Kimball Junction area 
and address the existing and long-term mobility needs of 
residents, commuters, and visitors between the I-80 interchange 
and the two at-grade traffic signals at Ute Boulevard and Olympic 
Parkway on SR-224. 

The development of the Universe of Alternatives was the first step 
of the alternatives development and screening process and was 
completed as part of the Area Plan process. As shown in 
Table 2-1 on page 8, the Universe of Alternatives included a wide 
array of ideas and suggestions for improvements to the Kimball 
Junction interchange area. These ideas were initiated by the study team in concert with the study 
partners and were based primarily on previous planning studies and through previous public and 
stakeholder input. Together with the study partners, the study team developed a wide range of 
potential solutions that could be implemented to address the study goals and identified problems and 
opportunities. 

What is the Universe of 
Alternatives? 

For the Kimball Junction Project, 
the Universe of Alternatives was 
developed during an alternatives 
development workshop with the 
study partners. The Universe of 
Alternatives included 30 
conceptual alternatives ranging 
from stand-alone surface street 
improvements to new 
interchange configurations.  

https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/alternative-screening-2
https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/wp-content/uploads/2023/04/UDOT_KJEIS-Screening-Methodology-Report-4.28.23.pdf
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The conceptual alternatives developed and 
evaluated include a wide range of potential 
solutions including bypass lanes, new 
interchange locations and configurations, 
intersection improvements, and intersection and 
access point changes in the study area. Several 
solutions included transit/high-occupancy 
vehicle (HOV)-only travel lanes. Similar 
suggestions were combined; then the 
improvement ideas were grouped into four 
general improvement categories: 

• I-80/SR-224 interchange alternatives 
with improvements focused on I-80 and 
the I-80 frontage road 

• Alternatives focused on improvements 
along SR-224 

• Alternatives that combine improvements 
on I-80 and along SR-224 

• Stand-alone surface street improvement alternatives 

Once the conceptual alternatives were screened to determine which alternative packages were most 
feasible for future study and possible implementation, a public survey was distributed during the 
winter of 2021 to solicit public feedback on the alternatives. A summary of the public and partner 
coordination and outreach efforts is included in the 2021 Area Plan, which is available on the Kimball 
Junction EIS website (https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/resources). 

Figure 2-1. Overview of the Kimball Junction 
Area Plan’s Alternatives Development and 

Screening Process 

https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/resources/
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Table 2-1. Summary of Universe of Alternatives and Level 1 Screening Results 

Alternative Name Alternative Description Level 1A  
Result 

Level 1B  
Result 

Group A: I-80/SR-224 Interchange Alternatives with Improvements Focused on I-80 and the I-80 Frontage Road 

Alternative A-1: 
Half-diamond 
interchange and 
tight-diamond 
interchange with thru 
movements and 
Texas U-turnsa  

Convert the existing single-point urban interchange (SPUI) 
to a tight diamond with U-turn movements, coupled with two 
new half-diamond interchanges on either side of the existing 
SR-224 interchange, all interconnected with one-way 
frontage roads. One-way frontage roads will provide new 
access points into Kimball Junction on the south side of 
I-80. 
A transit/HOV-only ramp option was included in this 
alternative. 

Passed Passed 

Alternative A-2: 
Offset single-point 
diamond interchange 
with direct ramps to 
elevated SR-224 
bypass 

Convert the existing SPUI to an offset single-point diamond 
(also referred to as a folded or collapsed diamond), coupled 
with new eastbound and westbound I-80 to southbound 
SR-224 direct ramps to an elevated southbound SR-224 
bypass along the west side of SR-224, and eastbound I-80 
off and on slip ramps to the existing two-way frontage road 
system. 

Failed NA 

Alternative A-3: 
Bypass road 

Construct an SR-224 bypass road through the southwest 
quadrant of the I-80/SR-224 interchange around the 
southwest edges of the Kimball Junction development and 
connect to I-80 with a new interchange about 1 mile west of 
the current SR-224 interchange. 
A transit/HOV-only option was also considered for this 
alternative, which repurposes this new bypass alternative 
into a transit/HOV-only road that could connect to SR-224 
south of Kimball Junction, and also provide “back-door” 
access to the transit center in Kimball Junction. 

Failed c NA 

Group B: Alternatives Focused on Improvements along SR-224 

Alternative B-1: 
Grade-separated 
intersections with 
enhanced pedestrian 
crossings 

Designed to provide improved pedestrian connectivity 
between the two halves of Kimball Junction, Alternative B-1 
consists of grade-separated intersections with enhanced 
pedestrian crossing facilities at Ute Boulevard and Olympic 
Parkway. These grade-separated intersections could be 
signalized intersections or roundabout-style intersections 
and could either depress SR-224 under the intersections or 
elevate it over the intersections. 

Failed NA 

Group C: Alternatives That Combine Improvements on I-80 and along SR-224 

Alternative C-1: 
Grade-separated 
intersections with 
enhanced pedestrian 
crossings and 
alternative 
connections to I-80 

Identical to Alternative B-1 except combines with alternate 
connection methods at the I-80 interchange. 
A transit/HOV-only ramp option was included in this 
alternative. Failed b NA 

(Continued on next page) 
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Table 2-1. Summary of Universe of Alternatives and Level 1 Screening Results 

Alternative Name Alternative Description Level 1A  
Result 

Level 1B  
Result 

Alternative C-2: 
Elevated 
northbound-only 
SR-224 bypass with 
new third-level 
flyover at I-80  

Supplements the existing road system with an elevated 
northbound-only SR-224 bypass along the east side of 
SR-224 from north of Olympic Parkway to I-80, coupled with 
a new third-level northbound-to-westbound flyover at I-80 
and a dedicated northbound-to-eastbound right turn to I-80. 
The existing SR-224 would be modified only to the extent 
necessary while accounting for removing the Park City 
northbound through traffic from that road. 
A transit/HOV-only ramp option was included in this 
alternative. 

Failed b NA 

Alternative C-3: 
Elevated two-way 
SR-224 bypass with 
new third-level 
flyover, one-way 
frontage roads, and 
an interchange at 
Olympic Parkway 

Elevated two-way SR-224 bypass road up the median of 
SR-224 from north of Olympic Parkway to I-80, coupled with 
a new third-level northbound-to-westbound flyover at I-80, 
one-way frontage roads from I-80 to Olympic Parkway, an 
interchange at Olympic Parkway with a northbound-to-
southbound U-turn, and right-in/right-out connections to the 
one-way frontage roads at Ute Boulevard. 
A transit/HOV-only ramp option was included in this 
alternative 

Passed Failed 

Alternative C-4: 
Variation of elevated 
northbound-only 
SR-224 bypass with 
new third-level 
flyover at I-80 

Variation of Alternative C-3. All features of Alternative C-3 
are the same, except that the I-80 eastbound-to-southbound 
through movement is shifted to a circular flyover next to the 
I-80 northbound-to-westbound flyover. This design allows 
adding a northbound-to-southbound U-turn just north of Ute 
Boulevard to redirect the westbound Ute Boulevard traffic to 
the U-turn, creating a complete pair of one-way frontage 
roads. 
A transit/HOV-only ramp option was included in this 
alternative. 

Failed NA 

Alternative C-5: 
Variation of elevated 
northbound-only 
SR-224 bypass with 
new third-level 
flyover at I-80 

Variation of Alternative C-3. A transit/HOV-only ramp option 
was included in this alternative. 

Passed Failed 

Alternative C-6: 
SR-224 median 
trench with I-80 
tunnel 

Uses the SR-224 median trench concept but then continues 
the I-80 northbound-to-westbound movement through a 
tunnel under I-80. 
A transit/HOV-only ramp option was included in this 
alternative. 

Failed NA 

(Continued on next page) 
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Table 2-1. Summary of Universe of Alternatives and Level 1 Screening Results 

Alternative Name Alternative Description Level 1A  
Result 

Level 1B  
Result 

Alternative C-7: 
SR-224 median 
trench with 
depressed I-80 
eastbound-to-
southbound 
movement 

Similar to Alternative C-6, which uses the SR-224 median 
trench concept, but instead uses a depressed I-80 
eastbound-to-southbound movement to route traffic into the 
trench. 
A transit/HOV-only ramp option was included in this 
alternative. 

Failed b NA 

Alternative C-8: 
SR-224 median 
trench with turbine-
style I-80 
interchange 

Alternative C-8 uses the same SR-224 median trench or 
elevated concept as Alternative C-7 but, instead of 
constructing a third level of the I-80 interchange, it converts 
the I-80 interchange into a turbine-style configuration where 
these free-flow traffic movements can all be accommodated 
within the existing two levels of the interchange. 
A transit/HOV-only lane option was also included in this 
alternative. 

Failed NA 

Group D: Stand-alone Surface Street Alternatives 

Alternative D-1 Triple northbound left turns at I-80 interchange. Expand I-80 
eastbound off-ramp for transit/HOV only. Passed Passed 

Alternative D-2 Consolidate left turns. East/west left turns allowed only at 
Ute Boulevard, and north/south left turns allowed only at 
Olympic Parkway. Dual left-turn lanes would likely be 
needed. 

Passed Failed 

Alternative D-3 Construct Ute Boulevard right-in/right-out and widen 
SR-224. Restrict Ute Boulevard to right-in/right-out, widen 
SR-224 to Olympic Parkway, and add dual lefts at Olympic 
Parkway. 

Passed Failed 

Alternative D-4 Ute Boulevard bridge and right-in/right-out. Grade-separate 
Ute Boulevard with right-in/right-out to and from SR-224 
(informal bow-tie intersection). 

Failed NA 

Alternative D-5 Elevated intersection(s). Elevate intersection at Ute 
Boulevard and possibly Olympic Parkway as well. Failed NA 

Alternative D-6 Diverging diamond interchange. Passed Failed 

Alternative D-7 Dual left turns at Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway. Passed Passed 

Alternative D-8 Add northbound left-turn lane at Olympic Parkway a 
transit/HOV-only lane as it directly ties into SR-224 bus 
rapid transit (BRT) route. 

Passed Failed 

Alternative D-9 Add an additional northbound left turn-lane at the existing 
SPUI for transit/HOV. (There appears to be space using the 
existing bridge width). This alternative is similar to 
Alternative D-1 but incorporates the transit/HOV-only 
aspect. 

Passed Failed 

(Continued on next page) 
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Table 2-1. Summary of Universe of Alternatives and Level 1 Screening Results 

Alternative Name Alternative Description Level 1A  
Result 

Level 1B  
Result 

Alternative D-10 Add a pedestrian tunnel at Ute Boulevard, similar to existing 
tunnel at Olympic Parkway. Passed Passed 

Alternative D-11 Northbound lane widening on SR-224 from Olympic Parkway to 
Ute Boulevard. Passed Passed 

Alternative D-12 Southbound lane widening on SR-224 from Olympic Parkway 
to Ute Boulevard. Passed Passed 

Alternative D-13 Construct direct-connect (bypass) lanes for the eastbound 
I-80 to southbound SR-224 and northbound SR-224 to 
westbound I-80 through movements. The northbound 
SR-224 to westbound I-80 portion would require a flyover 
bridge south of Olympic Parkway and also a flyover bridge 
over I-80. 

Passed Failed 

Alternative D-14 New connection and possible traffic signal at Bear Cub 
Drive. Build straight-line spur off Olympic Parkway at the 
bend and connect to Bear Cub Drive with a new traffic 
signal at Bear Cub Drive and SR-224. 

Passed Passed 

Alternative D-15  Incorporate a transit/HOV-only right-turn lane from the 
eastbound I-80 off-ramp to Ute Boulevard. Passed Passed 

Alternative D-16 Extend westbound-to-northbound right-turn lane on 
Newpark Blvd. Passed Passed 

Alternative D-16A Close left turns at McDonald’s and the Richens building to 
extend the left turn from Ute Boulevard to SR-224. Passed Passed 

Definitions: BRT = bus rapid transit; HOV = high-occupancy vehicle; NA = not applicable; SPUI = single-point urban 
interchange 
a A Texas U-turn is a lane that allows vehicles to travel on one side of a one-way frontage road to perform a U-turn onto the 

opposite frontage road (typically crossing over or under a freeway). 
b Eliminated during Level 1 screening but moved forward into Level 2 screening when combined with Alternative C-7. 
c The general-purpose traffic bypass road concept was eliminated during Level 1 screening because the traffic circle would 

not likely accommodate all of the traffic using the bypass, and this lack of accommodation would be an irreconcilable 
community impact. The transit/HOV-only bypass road concept with modifications and combined with Alternative D-14 was 
moved to Level 2 screening. 
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2.2 Consideration of Transit, Travel Demand 
Management, and Transportation System 
Management Alternatives 

No standalone transit, travel demand management (TDM), or 
transportation system management (TSM) alternatives were 
identified for the Kimball Junction Project. Standalone transit, 
TDM, or TSM alternatives wouldn’t meet the purpose of the project 
because they wouldn’t address the capacity, mobility, safety, and 
operational needs of the project. 

The alternatives considered by UDOT will accommodate all 
current and proposed transit operations, including the planned 
SR-224 bus rapid transit (BRT) service identified in local and 
regional transportation plans. SR-224 has an annual average daily 
traffic (AADT) of 33,000 vehicles per day. Future BRT service is 
predicted to attract only about 5,400 riders a day,2 which is not enough to sufficiently reduce SR-224 
traffic as a stand-alone alternative. Transit service, whether a standalone alternative or combined 
with other alternatives, wouldn’t solve the entirety of the traffic problems on SR-224. The future BRT 
service, combined with other local transit routes such as High Valley Transit’s 101 Spiro, would 
benefit the Kimball Junction area, but not enough to address the transportation needs for this 
project. For these reasons, this alternative does not satisfy the project’s purpose. 

Nonetheless, the Area Plan acknowledged that a variety of strategies, when used in combination, 
can effectively improve congestion and mobility. Strategies such as demand management and 
additional operational improvements, such as advanced signal systems, signal retiming and 
optimization, and signal priority for buses, can help manage travel demand in concert with capacity 
improvements and additional multimodal measures. The Kimball Junction Project would not prohibit 
additional transit, TDM, or TSM strategies from being implemented by local jurisdictions in the future. 

2.3 Level 1 Screening 
The preliminary alternatives were assessed using a two-step screening process to determine which 
alternatives were reasonable and feasible and should be considered for further study. 

Level 1A Screening. After UDOT developed the conceptual alternatives that were based primarily 
on previous planning studies and through previous public and stakeholder input, it began the 
screening process with a preliminary (Level 1A) evaluation of conceptual alternatives to determine 
whether they had fatal flaws. Any alternative that didn’t pass Level 1A screening was dismissed from 
continued study. 

Level 1B Screening. Alternatives that were not screened out during the Level 1A fatal-flaw analysis 
were moved forward into Level 1B screening. UDOT developed the Level 1B screening criteria in the 
following areas: capacity, accessibility, mobility, safety and comfort, community health and 
environment, multimodal connections, consistency with adopted plans, public acceptance, and 
innovative operational and maintenance techniques. These areas align with the six goals developed 

 
2 High Valley Transit, FTA Region 8 Categorical Exclusion Worksheet for the SR-224 Bus Rapid Transit 

Project, https://drive.google.com/file/d/1eUMlcTBrpvGofNF1kHvhX2TWtkq2VEms/view, January 27, 2023. 

What are TDM and TSM? 

Travel demand management 
(TDM) is a set of strategies 
aimed at maximizing traveler 
choices, while transportation 
system management (TSM) is a 
set of techniques used to increase 
the capacity of transportation 
infrastructure without increasing 
its physical size. 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1eUMlcTBrpvGofNF1kHvhX2TWtkq2VEms/view
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by the study partners. The study area’s goals and opportunities are the foundation of the evaluation 
criteria. 

More information regarding Level 1 screening criteria and measurements is available in the 
Alternatives Development and Screening Methodology Report, which is available on the Kimball 
Junction EIS website (https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/alternative-screening-2). 

2.3.1 Fatal-flaw Screening Questions for Level 1A Screening 
Alternatives with fatal flaws—for example, alternatives that are not technically feasible—were 
determined to not be reasonable.  

The following yes-or-no, fatal-flaw questions were used in Level 1A screening: 

• Does the alternative cause irreconcilable environmental impacts? 
• Does the alternative cause irreconcilable community impacts? 
• Is the alternative infeasible or unreasonable because of engineering or cost issues? 

Any alternative with a “yes” answer to a screening question was dismissed from continued study. If 
an alternative did not have fatal flaws, it was further developed so that Level 1B screening could be 
conducted. 

2.3.2 Problems, Opportunities, and Goals Screening Questions for 
Level 1B Screening 

The study goals and problems and opportunities were the basis for the remaining yes-or-no 
questions that were used in Level 1B screening: 

• Does the alternative improve interchange area capacity and vehicle mobility to/from I-80 and 
to/from SR-224 through the Kimball Junction area? 

• Does the alternative maintain or improve multimodal travel options, health, and safety for 
pedestrians, cyclists, and transit users in the Kimball Junction area? 

• Does the alternative support operation and reliability of the Valley to Mountain (SR-224) 
Transit Project Alternatives Analysis preferred alternative (side-running BRT) on both sides 
of SR-224? 

Any alternative with a “no” answer to a screening question was dismissed from continued study. 

https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/alternative-screening-2
https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/wp-content/uploads/2023/04/UDOT_KJEIS-Screening-Methodology-Report-4.28.23.pdf
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2.3.3 Level 1 Screening Results 
Thirty alternatives were developed at a conceptual level and put through the two-step Level 1 
screening process during the Area Plan process. Table 2-1, Summary of Universe of Alternatives 
and Level 1 Screening Results, above lists the 19 alternatives eliminated during Level 1 screening. 
Eleven of those alternatives (A-2, A-3, B-1, C-1, C-2, C-4, C-6, C-7, C-8, D-4, and D-5) were 
dismissed during Level 1A screening because of at least one of the following three fatal flaws, or 
because an alternative lacked a strong, justifiable reason to use a certain configuration and therefore 
would not be permitted by FHWA:3 

• Insufficient merge and/or weave distance between Ute Boulevard and the I-80 interchange 
(in specific response to bridge or tunnel ramps off I-80) 

• Extremely high construction cost, as defined on the scale extremely low – low – relatively low 
– high – relatively high – extremely high4 

• Construction that would severely impact the function of the I-80 mainline and/or the I-80 
interchange, such as by creating congestion or increasing travel time due to lane closures 
and/or detours 

An additional eight alternatives (Alternatives C-3, C-5, D-2, D-3, D-6, D-8, D-9, and D-13) were 
eliminated during Level 1B screening because they didn’t meet the study goals, including not 
maintaining or improving multimodal travel options or disrupting east–west connectivity. 

Based on the two-step Level 1 screening evaluation, the following four alternatives were moved 
forward into Level 2 screening. These four alternatives comprise “bundles” of the 11 remaining 
alternatives that passed Level 1 screening. 

• Alternative 1: Half-diamond interchange and tight-diamond interchange with through 
movements, Texas U-turns, and a pedestrian tunnel at Ute Boulevard (Alternative A-1+D-10 
with possibility to incrementally add D-7, D-11, and D-12) 

• Alternative 2: Transit/HOV-only bypass road concept with adjacent trail and extension of 
Olympic Parkway with a new connection to SR-224 at Bear Cub Drive (Alternative A-3 with 
D-14) 

• Alternative 3: Grade-separated intersections with enhanced pedestrian crossing facilities at 
Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway and alternate connections to the I-80 interchange 
(Alternative C-7+C-1/C-2 plus braided ramp) 
o Note that Alternative 3 combines features from Alternatives C-1 and C-7, both of which 

were eliminated during Level 1 screening. The grade-separated intersections at Ute 
Boulevard and Olympic Parkway from C-1 were incorporated with the braided ramp 
concepts from C-7. This helps to solve issues with the individual alternatives that caused 
them to be eliminated. In addition, a braided ramp concept was added to this alternative 
to further resolve issues associated with the standalone alternatives. 

• Alternative 4: Combination of stand-alone surface street improvements (combined 
remaining D alternatives) 

 
3 Email from Bryan Dillon, FHWA Utah Division, to Grant Farnsworth, UDOT, regarding justification for a slip 

ramp alternative that would modify access to the interstate highway, November 10, 2020. 
4 Although exact costs were not known during the Level 1 screening phase, UDOT used the “extremely high” 

construction cost designation defined on a scale ranging from extremely low – low – relatively low – high – 
relatively high – extremely high as the threshold for being infeasible due to cost, especially when compared 
to other alternatives that would achieve the same results for assumed less cost. 
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2.4 Level 2 Screening 
At the start of Level 2 screening, an online public meeting and survey was held to present the 
Level 1 screening results and to request feedback on the four alternative bundles moving into 
Level 2 screening. Community support for an alternative was one evaluation measure used during 
Level 2 screening to consider whether an alternative fit the character and scale of the community. 

During Level 2 screening, UDOT evaluated the four conceptual alternatives that passed Level 1 
screening against criteria that focused on how well each alternative meets the problems and 
opportunities for the study from a traffic perspective, the alternative’s impacts to the natural and built 
environment, public sentiment, estimated project costs, logistical considerations, and overall 
feasibility. 

As shown above in Figure 1-2, Overview of the Kimball Junction EIS Alternatives Development and 
Screening Process, the Level 2 process entailed a more-detailed evaluation of the alternatives that 
passed Level 1 screening. The Level 2 screening either added additional measures or expanded 
measures for each of the criteria from Level 1 screening and provided a method for comparing 
alternatives. Alternatives carried forward from Level 1 screening were reviewed and refined to add 
more definition to the proposed improvements, to better understand their operational benefits and 
costs, and to provide information so that the study team could further assess the alternatives in 
Level 2 screening. 

2.4.1 Level 2 Screening Results 
Based on the initial Level 2 screening traffic evaluation, Alternative 2, a transit/HOV-only bypass 
road through the interchange area’s southwest quadrant, was removed from further study because it 
would not relieve the existing or forecasted future traffic problems in the study area. Travel demand 
modeling conducted as part of Level 2 screening showed that Alternative 2 would not relieve the 
existing or forecasted future traffic problems in the study area. Modeling showed that even if 
Alternative 2 were constructed, vehicles would still likely back onto the I-80 mainline, travel time 
through Kimball Junction would remain unreliable, and vehicle mobility through Kimball Junction 
would remain at level of service (LOS) F. 

In addition to Alternative 2 failing Level 2 screening from a traffic perspective, the alternative did not 
have public support. During the second public survey held during the Area Plan process to gauge 
community support and input regarding the alternatives being screened, Alternative 2 received the 
lowest overall rating among the four alternatives. There was almost universal community rejection 
for the alternative running through the edge of the Hi-Ute conservation easement. In addition, survey 
respondents didn’t think that Alternative 2 would solve congestion or traffic build-up, felt that there 
were potential safety risks near Ecker Middle School, and felt that the alternative would reduce 
recreation options instead of expanding them by replacing trails with an HOV lane. 

Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 passed Level 2 screening and were recommended by the study partners for 
further evaluation in the EIS. 

More information regarding the Level 2 screening results is available in the Area Plan, which is 
available on the Kimball Junction EIS website (https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/resources). 

More information regarding Level 1 and Level 2 screening criteria and measurements is available in 
the Alternatives Development and Screening Methodology Report, which is available on the Kimball 
Junction EIS website (https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/alternative-screening-2). 

https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/resources/
https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/alternative-screening-2
https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/wp-content/uploads/2023/04/UDOT_KJEIS-Screening-Methodology-Report-4.28.23.pdf
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3.0 Alternatives Refinement and Screening 
during the EIS Process 

Building on the results of the 2021 Area Plan, the alternatives development and screening process 
for the Kimball Junction EIS consisted of the following phases: 

• Refine Alternatives. As part of the alternatives refinement process, the conceptual 
alternatives resulting from the Area Plan and introduced to the public during the EIS scoping 
phases were further developed based on additional topographic information and traffic 
analysis performed during the Level 3 and Level 4 screening processes. 

• Level 3 Screening. Screening criteria were applied to eliminate alternatives that do not meet 
the project’s purpose and need. The alternative options that passed this screening were 
refined for further evaluation. 

• Level 4 Screening. Screening criteria were applied to eliminate alternatives that meet the 
purpose of and need for the project but would be unreasonable for other reasons—for 
example, an alternative that would have unreasonable impacts to the natural and human 
environment, would not meet regulatory requirements, or duplicates the benefits of a less 
costly alternative with similar impacts to the natural and human environment. 

The alternatives development and screening process is designed to be dynamic throughout the EIS 
process. New alternatives or refinements of an existing alternative developed later in the EIS 
process will be considered using the same screening considerations and criteria as the other 
alternatives, as described in this final screening report. 

3.1 New Names for Alternatives during the EIS Process 
Moving forward in the EIS process, UDOT simplified the names of the three conceptual alternatives 
that were recommended by the study partners in the Area Plan for further study in the EIS 
(Table 3-1). The conceptual alternatives are shown in Attachment A, Conceptual Alternatives 
Resulting from the Area Plan and Refinements Made to Those Alternatives.  

Table 3-1. New Names for EIS Alternatives  
Area Plan Name EIS Name 
Alternative 1: Half-diamond interchange and tight-diamond interchange with 
through movements, Texas U-turns, and a pedestrian tunnel at Ute Boulevard 
(Alternative A-1+D-10 with possibility to incrementally add D-7, D-11, and D-12) 

Alternative A: Split Diamond 
Interchange with Intersection 
Improvements  

Alternative 3: Grade-separated intersections with enhanced pedestrian crossing 
facilities at Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway and alternate connections to the 
I-80 interchange (Alternative C-7+C-1/C-2 plus braided ramp) 

Alternative B: Grade-separated 
Intersections with One-way Frontage 
Roads to the I-80 Interchange 

Alternative 4: Combination of stand-alone surface street improvements 
(combined remaining D alternatives) 

Alternative C: Intersection 
Improvements with Pedestrian 
Enhancements  
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3.2 Reasons Why an Alternative Might Be Eliminated 
during the EIS Screening Process (Levels 3 and 4 
Screening) 

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

3.2.1 Council on Environmental Quality Regulations and Guidance 
The Council on Environmental Quality’s NEPA regulations and guidance suggest three primary 
reasons why an alternative might be determined to be infeasible or not reasonable and eliminated 
from further consideration. 

1. The alternative does not satisfy the purpose of the project (this was evaluated in Level 3 
screening). 

2. The alternative is determined to be not practical or feasible from a technical and/or economic 
standpoint.  

3. The alternative substantially duplicates another alternative; that is, it is otherwise reasonable 
but offers little or no advantage for satisfying the project’s purpose, and it has impacts and/or 
costs that are similar to or greater than those of other, similar alternatives (this was 
evaluated in Level 4 screening).5 

3.2.2 Clean Water Act Requirements 
Because federally regulated wetlands or other waters of the United States might be present in the 
study area, UDOT will also consider the Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines for 
Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredged or Fill Material and Executive Order 11990, Protection of 
Wetlands, during the alternatives development phase. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is 
responsible for determining compliance with the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines and may permit only 
the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative. 

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

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

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

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

2. An alternative is practicable if it is available and capable of being done after taking into 
consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of overall project purposes. If it 

 
5 American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Center for Environmental 

Excellence, Defining the Purpose and Need and Determining the Range of Alternatives for Transportation 
Projects, AASHTO Practitioner’s Handbook 07, August 2016. 
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is otherwise a practicable alternative, an area not presently owned by the applicant which 
could reasonably be obtained, utilized, expanded, or managed in order to fulfill the basic 
purpose of the proposed activity may be considered. 

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

3.2.3 Section 4(f) Requirements 
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 
(49 United States Code Section 303) applies to publicly owned 
parks, recreation areas, and wildlife and waterfowl refuges and 
publicly or privately owned significant historic properties. The 
requirements of Section 4(f) apply only to agencies within the 
U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT)—for example, 
FHWA. 

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

• First, the USDOT agency can approve the use of 
Section 4(f) land by making a determination that (1) there 
is no prudent and feasible alternative that would avoid the 
use of the Section 4(f) resource and (2) the project 
includes all possible planning to minimize harm to that 
property. 

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

An alternative that would not be available to the USDOT agency because of the severity of 
Section 4(f) impacts could be eliminated during Level 2 screening. 

The Alternatives Development and Screening Methodology Report provides additional information 
regarding the methodology and process for developing and screening alternatives for the Kimball 
Junction Project. This report is available on the Kimball Junction EIS website 
(https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/alternative-screening-2). 

What is a de minimis impact? 

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

For historic sites, a finding of 
de minimis impact means FHWA 
has determined that either the 
project would not affect the 
historic property or the project 
would have “no adverse effect” 
on the historic property. 

https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/alternative-screening-2/
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3.3 Summary of the Kimball Junction Project’s Purpose 
and Need (for Level 3 Screening) 

3.3.1 Need for the Project 
For the Kimball Junction Project, UDOT looked at the expected 
transportation mobility needs in the needs assessment evaluation 
area in 2050. These mobility needs are related primarily to traffic 
delay during morning (AM) and afternoon (PM) peak hours due to 
projected growth in population, employment, tourism, and 
development in the Kimball Junction area, in surrounding areas, 
and regionally. 

This projected growth in the area will lead to the following issues: 

• Future (2050) failing conditions at the intersections of 
SR-224 and I-80, Ute Boulevard, and Olympic Parkway 
will create delay and unreliable travel times. 

• Vehicle queues on the I-80 off-ramps will extend back onto 
mainline I-80, resulting in unsafe travel conditions. 

In addition, UDOT looked at expected active transportation 
mobility needs in the evaluation area, also during 2050. The active 
transportation mobility needs are related in part to future upgrades 
in transit service in the evaluation area, as well as to growth of the regional trail system, community 
interest in walking and bicycling in the evaluation area and to access local recreation amenities, and 
developing land uses in the evaluation area. These factors will lead to the following issue: 

• Growing east–west active transportation (walking and bicycling) demand across SR-224 will 
require additional crossing facilities. 

Finally, due to projected growth in the area, Summit County has proposed transit improvements to 
alleviate vehicle travel demand and improve transit mobility and reliability as part of a separate 
project on SR-224. Although the proposed SR-224 Bus Rapid Transit Project has independent utility 
from this project, the project partners will consider ways to integrate any alternatives with the SR-224 
Bus Rapid Transit Project. 

3.3.2 Purpose of the Project 
The project purpose is to address transportation-related safety and mobility for all users of the 
Kimball Junction area by: 

• Improving operations and travel times on SR-224 from the I-80 interchange through Olympic 
Parkway; 

• Improving safety by reducing vehicle queues on I-80 off-ramps; 

• Improving pedestrian and bicyclist mobility and accessibility throughout the evaluation area; 
and 

• Maintaining or improving transit travel times through the evaluation area. 

What are the AM and PM 
peak hours? 

The AM and PM peak hours are 
the 1-hour periods of the 
morning and afternoon, 
respectively, when there is the 
greatest number of vehicles on 
the roadway system, based on 
4 months of winter traffic data 
collected between December 
2021 and March 2022. The peak 
hours that were modeled in the 
analysis were 8:00 to 9:00 AM 
and 4:00 to 5:00 PM. 
Transportation officials focus on 
peak hours when examining the 
need for a project. 
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3.4 Public and Agency Engagement during the Scoping 
and Alternatives Screening Methodology Phases 

Public and agency input on the three conceptual alternatives resulting from the Area Plan was 
gathered during the formal NEPA scoping period, which occurred in December 2022 and 
January 2023. Additional public and agency comment was sought when UDOT released the 
Alternatives Development and Screening Methodology Report (screening methodology report), 
which described the screening criteria and measures that would be used to determine which 
alternatives would move forward for detailed evaluation in the EIS. 

Below is a summary of public and agency engagement from the start of the EIS process up to the 
release of the draft screening report. See section 5.0 for a summary of the public and agency 
engagement process during the public comment period for the draft screening report. 

3.4.1 Public and Agency Engagement during Scoping 
Scoping is the first step in the NEPA process. Scoping encourages using public and agency 
participation to help an agency identify important issues related to the proposed action. The Notice 
of Intent to prepare the Kimball Junction EIS was published on December 21, 2022, which initiated 
the formal NEPA scoping period. The scoping period lasted 37 days until January 27, 2023. 

UDOT held two public scoping meetings in January 2023 that had about 100 total attendees. 
Scoping materials presented included an overview of the Area Plan process, draft purpose and need 
statement, conceptual alternatives resulting from the Area Plan, draft alternative screening process 
and criteria, and project timeline. These meetings also gave members of the public the chance to 
ask UDOT clarifying questions regarding the conceptual alternatives and the alternatives 
development process. An agency scoping meeting was held on January 9, 2023, for interested state 
and federal agencies and local governments. 

The Scoping Summary Report provides a summary of the scoping activities, outreach materials, and 
public and agency scoping comments received. This report is available on the Kimball Junction EIS 
website (https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/resources). 

During the scoping process, UDOT received over 170 individual comment submissions from the 
public and agencies on the conceptual alternatives resulting from the Area Plan. Comments 
addressed a variety of issues including congestion, concerns about noise impacts, wildlife crossings 
and general wildlife protection, the source of possible funding, pedestrian options and safety, public 
transit options, how alternatives might affect development and existing businesses, and the cost of 
the alternatives. 

Comments regarding the conceptual alternatives included suggested changes to existing 
intersections, improvements to other existing roads, new bridges, additional pedestrian 
enhancements, and various new bypass roads. The new concepts suggested by the public are 
discussed in Section 3.4.2 below. 

https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/resources/
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3.4.2 Evaluation of New Concepts Identified by the Public during 
Scoping 

During the public comment scoping period for the EIS, most of the alternatives suggested by the 
public had already been evaluated during the Area Plan process. However, several new concepts or 
variations on the three conceptual alternatives being evaluated in the EIS (Alternatives A, B, and C) 
were suggested. These suggested concepts were developed and evaluated to determine whether 
they would pass Level 3 screening. 

Table 3-2 describes the new concepts or variations on existing conceptual alternatives that were 
identified during the public scoping comment period. As shown in Table 3-2, this evaluation 
determined that these new concepts would not meet the purpose of the project, would not maintain 
all existing traffic movements, and/or could not be feasibly designed to meet American Association 
of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) standards,6 which UDOT follows, or FHWA 
policy and guidance.7 

 
6 AASHTO, A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 7th Edition, 2018. 
7 FHWA, Policy on Access to the Interstate System, May 22, 2017. 
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Table 3-2. Evaluation of New Concepts Identified during the Scoping Comment Period 

Description Evaluation 

Alternative B: Construct 
roundabouts rather than lights for the 
east–west connections at Ute 
Boulevard and Olympic Parkway and 
consider how the roundabouts would 
work with pedestrian and bicyclist 
traffic. 

Traffic modeling was performed on this concept. Specifically, based on the projected traffic in 
the area and guidance in National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 
672, Roundabouts: An Informational Guide, 2nd Edition, the roundabouts would require three or 
more circulating lanes. A roundabout with three or more circulating lanes has a large footprint 
and is complex for drivers to navigate. Additionally, they are challenging for pedestrians to 
cross because drivers exiting the roundabout are less likely to yield. Finally, roundabouts with 
three or more lanes are not common, their functionality for traffic operations are unproven in the 
United States, and such a roundabout would not meet the expectations of local drivers or 
drivers visiting the area. 

The concept was eliminated because it would not meet the purpose of the project.  
Alternative B: Construct a one-way 
ring route that is raised over SR-224 
around the four existing 
roundabouts. Ute Boulevard and 
Olympic Parkway would be over 
SR-224, and the ring road would 
allow right turns only. This concept 
removes the frontage roads between 
Ute Boulevard and Olympic 
Parkway. 

Traffic modeling was performed on this concept. Specifically, eliminating the frontage roads 
between Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway would create severe congestion on internal 
neighborhood roads in Kimball Junction because the frontage road traffic would be diverted 
through the existing roundabouts. 

The concept was eliminated because it would not meet the purpose of the project. 

Alternative C: Construct a flyover 
ramp (that is, a grade-separated 
ramp that crosses over the roadway 
it exits) from SR-224 to westbound 
I-80. 

Traffic modeling was performed on this concept and the flyover alignment, and a preliminary 
profile was created to check clearances and slopes. The proposed flyover ramp would be on a 
third level above the existing I-80 bridge, and, to meet AASHTO Green Booka ramp maximum 
vertical grade standards, it would pass through the existing location of the pedestrian trail 
overpass over I-80. To be compatible with the flyover ramp, the trail overpass would need to be 
relocated about 1,100 feet to the west. The future westbound on-ramp would require minor 
widening for about 1,600 feet for proper merge distances to accommodate the new flyover lane. 

Traffic performance with Alternative C with Flyover in 2050 would be poor compared to 
Alternative C. Alternative C with Flyover combines the flyover traffic and the traffic turning right 
to travel east on I-80 into the right-most lanes on northbound SR-224. The combined traffic from 
both travel movements would create lines of vehicles over 2 miles long that would increase 
traffic delays at the Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway intersections on SR-224. 

The concept was eliminated because it would not meet the purpose of the project. 
Alternative C: Construct a slip ramp 
off eastbound I-80 at the truck 
parking area, known as the 
Eastbound Rest Area, to provide 
access to the park-and-ride lot. 
 

The existing ramps at this location allow access to and from the rest area only, and because of 
this it isn’t considered an “access to the Interstate System.”b Providing additional access at this 
location would constitute adding an interchange (interstate access), which would subject it to 
additional guidelines. AASHTO Green Booka Section 10.9.5.3, Interchange Spacing, calls for 
1-mile spacing between accesses in urban areas and 3-mile spacing in rural areas. The 
distance between the rest area exit ramp gore and the existing Kimball Junction exit ramp gore 
is 0.8 mile. FHWA personnel said that they would have a difficult time approving a slip ramp 
alternative because slip ramps are generally not permitted unless there is a strong, justifiable 
reason to use such a configuration. FHWA personnel said that this concept was not justifiable 
because it would require FHWA to modify access to the interstate to help alleviate a problem on 
the local road system.c  

The concept was eliminated due to FHWA policy and guidance constraints.  
a AASHTO, A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 7th Edition, 2018. 
b FHWA, Policy on Access to the Interstate System, May 22, 2017. 
c Email from Bryan Dillon, FHWA Utah Division, to Grant Farnsworth, UDOT, regarding justification for a slip ramp alternative that 

would modify access to the interstate highway, November 10, 2020. 
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3.4.3 Public and Agency Engagement Sought for the Alternatives 
Screening Methodology 

UDOT held a 30-day comment period for the public and agencies from April 28 to May 28, 2023, on 
the Alternatives Development and Screening Methodology Report (screening methodology report). 
This report identifies criteria and measures for evaluation and guides which alternative(s) is (are) 
carried forward for detailed evaluation in the EIS. The screening methodology report is available on 
the Kimball Junction EIS website (https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/alternative-screening-2). 

A variety of methods were used to notify the public of the availability of the screening methodology 
report and of the 30-day comment period, including advertisements and legal notices in regional and 
local newspapers, notifications and reminders posted on the Kimball Junction Project website, and 
notices posted on UDOT’s social media sites. In addition, an email notice was sent to the Kimball 
Junction EIS mailing list. Copies of the notification materials listed above are included in 
Attachment B, Public and Agency Engagement Materials. 

During the 30-day comment period on the screening methodology report, UDOT received 77 public 
comments. UDOT did not receive any comments from agency representatives regarding the 
screening methodology, criteria, or measures, nor were any new alternatives proposed that had not 
already been considered and screened during Level 1 and Level 2 screening. All comments that 
were received between April 28 and May 28, 2023, are included in Attachment B. Each comment 
was reviewed by UDOT as it was received and assigned a number. Attachment B includes a list of 
commenters presented chronologically and the corresponding comment number.  

No public commenter disagreed with the proposed screening methodology, criteria, or measures 
presented in the screening methodology report, and a few public commenters reiterated that UDOT 
should use the screening criteria UDOT proposed in the report. Most comments stated preferences 
for one or more of the conceptual alternatives presented at the January 2023 scoping meetings or 
invoked environmental issues that will be studied in the EIS as part of any alternative moving 
forward for detailed study rather than used as criteria for screening. Many comments were related to 
concerns about congestion, concerns about noise impacts, pedestrian options and safety, public 
transit options, how alternatives might affect existing businesses, and the cost of the alternatives. 

Additional issues for consideration were suggested by the public; these are described in Table 3-3 
and the paragraphs following the table. UDOT did not include these issues for consideration in either 
Level 3 or Level 4 screening; however, during the alternatives analysis, UDOT evaluated additional 
logistical considerations and overall feasibility of the conceptual alternatives. 

https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/alternative-screening-2/
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Table 3-3. Issues for Consideration Identified by the Public during the Screening Methodology 
Comment Period 
Issue to be Considered UDOT Response 
Snow removal plans need to be 
considered. 

All alternatives that pass Levels 3 and 4 screening will be designed to 
accommodate snow removal. 

Water table, drainage, flood risk and 
mitigation need to be considered. 

All alternatives that pass Levels 3 and 4 screening will be designed to current 
UDOT standards. See the water table and drainage and flood risk sections 
below for more detail. 

Access for emergency services needs to be 
considered. 

All alternatives that pass Levels 3 and 4 screening will be designed to current 
UDOT standards. 

The time to complete the project and the 
disruption of major construction need to be 
considered. 

Construction of Alternative A would have minor impacts to SR-224 and 
moderate impacts to I-80. 
Construction of Alternative B would have major impacts to SR-224, Ute 
Boulevard, and Olympic Parkway and minor impacts to I-80. 
Construction of Alternative C would have minor impacts to traffic on SR-224 
and I-80. 
See the constructability section below for more detail. 

Noise pollution needs to be more heavily 
considered. 

All alternatives that pass Levels 3 and 4 screening will be analyzed for 
potential noise impacts in the Draft EIS. 

Light pollution needs to be more heavily 
considered. 

All alternatives that pass Levels 3 and 4 screening will be analyzed for 
potential light pollution. 

Wildlife impacts and the resulting safety 
issues need to be more heavily considered. 

Driver-wildlife safety will be considered in the Draft EIS. 

Water Table 
Shallow groundwater can cause problems during construction, 
and groundwater management can significantly increase 
construction duration and costs. For these reasons, UDOT placed 
piezometers at the intersections of SR-224 with Ute Boulevard 
and Olympic Parkway to determine the potential for groundwater 
to create issues during and after construction. This issue is 
especially important for Alternative B because part of the roadway 
would be depressed just north of Bear Cub Drive to the SR-224 
and I-80 interchange (that is, under the Olympic Parkway and Ute Boulevard cross streets). If there 
is shallow groundwater in the depressed section of Alternative B, the depressed roadway could 
create a barrier to groundwater movement and/or create a conduit to convey groundwater, 
potentially lowering the water table and removing a water source for nearby wetlands and other 
waters of the United States. 

The piezometer readings show no groundwater to 35 feet, though the clay soil was very moist, which 
indicates that there could be a perched layer of groundwater between 13 and 27 feet. The perched 
layer of groundwater is most challenging for Alternative B, because UDOT would need a way to 
transport the water that comes to the back of the trench walls to the face of the walls and then move 
the water away for proper handling. A detailed hydrogeologic study would be needed to definitively 
describe the groundwater flow conditions in the construction area for Alternative B if this alternative 
is carried forward for detailed analysis in the EIS. 

What is a piezometer?

A piezometer is a pressure-
sensitive, submersible 
measurement sensor designed
to detect pore water pressure
and groundwater levels.  
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UDOT will also evaluate the depth of groundwater at the pedestrian tunnels for Alternatives A and C 
if they are carried forward for detailed analysis in the EIS. 

Drainage and Flood Risk 
For all alternatives, UDOT conducted preliminary design of drainage features that would remove 
stormwater runoff from the roadway. Unlike with Alternatives A and C, designing drainage features 
for Alternative B would be extremely challenging because very deep pipes would be needed to drain 
stormwater runoff toward I-80. In addition, pumps would likely be needed since a blockage in the 
pipes could flood the depressed roadway section of Alternative B. 

Constructability 
During the final design of the selected alternative, UDOT would create a maintenance of traffic plan 
to describe guidelines and directions for controlling traffic during construction to safely and efficiently 
move traffic through and around the construction zones. Based on the refined designs that were 
developed during this alternatives development and screening phase, UDOT assumes that the 
following would be issues during construction. 

Alternative A. The estimated time to construct this alternative is 2 years. SR-224, Olympic Parkway, 
and Ute Boulevard would have shoulder closures during construction and lane closures during some 
phases of construction. The shoulder and lane closures would affect drivers’ ability to make turning 
movements, would extend vehicle queue lengths at the traffic signals, and would require detouring 
pedestrian and bicyclist traffic along the trail system. The shoulder and lane closures would vary 
from overnight closures to several weeks depending on construction activity. 

The I-80 ramps would be reconstructed with new profiles to tie into the proposed bridge across I-80. 
Temporary ramps would be built to accommodate traffic during construction. Ramp closures for up 
to 2 weeks would still be required to make appropriate tie-ins. The ramps would likely be closed one 
at a time to reduce traffic interruptions at Kimball Junction. When the ramps are closed, traffic would 
need to be detoured to the next or previous exit and use the existing frontage roads to get to Kimball 
Junction, which would increase congestion on the frontage roads and cause delays. Constructing 
the new bridge across I-80 could require lane closures on I-80 or occasional full closures overnight 
during key milestones for constructing the bridge. 

Alternative B. The estimated time to construct this alternative is 3 years. The new northbound and 
southbound frontage roads on SR-224 would be constructed to the sides of the existing pavement. 
After the frontage roads are complete, traffic would be detoured onto them, and the existing lanes of 
SR-224 would be closed in the area of the depressed roadway. A trench for the depressed roadway 
would be excavated, and the proposed bridges at Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway would be 
placed over SR-224. During the trenching phase, Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway would be 
closed to east–west traffic across SR-224 until the bridges are completed, and Ute Boulevard and 
Olympic Parkway would be accessible only through right turns from the frontage roads. These 
bridges would be constructed at different times so that at least one crossing of SR-224 would remain 
open during construction. The Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway crossings would each be closed 
for 6 months. This phasing would require detours for drivers to access the local businesses and to 
access residences in the Kimball Junction area. Pedestrian and bike traffic would also be detoured 
around the area and would be unable to cross the trench until the bridges are complete. There would 
be 4-to-6-month shoulder closures on both the on- and off-ramps for I-80 while the ramps are being 
widened. 
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Alternative C. The estimated time to construct this alternative is one to 2 years. SR-224, Olympic 
Parkway, and Ute Boulevard would have shoulder closures during construction and lane closures 
during some phases of construction. The lane closures would affect drivers’ ability to make turning 
movements, would extend vehicle queue lengths at the traffic signals, and would require detouring 
pedestrian and bicyclist traffic along the trail system. The shoulder and lane closures would vary 
from overnight closures to several weeks depending on construction activity. There would be 
4-to-6-month shoulder closures on both the on- and off-ramps for I-80 while the ramps are being
widened.

3.5 Refined Alternatives for Level 3 Screening 
UDOT conducted an initial traffic evaluation on the conceptual alternatives resulting from the Area 
Plan to determine whether they met applicable design criteria as well as the purpose of the project 
by screening for initial traffic measures for Level 3 screening. Based on initial traffic results, UDOT 
refined the conceptual alternative designs to establish an adequate number of lanes, median 
spacing, lane widths, and safe curve geometry for the proposed travel speeds and estimated travel 
demand. The alternatives were developed in enough detail to allow UDOT to use Summit County’s 
Summit-Wasatch travel demand model version v1 – 2020-09-14 to forecast future traffic in 2050 for 
the roadway alternatives. Engineers also performed additional design work for horizontal and vertical 
alignments, right-of-way needs, intersection design, pedestrian and bicyclist accommodations, 
access design, and potential drainage designs including stormwater management. Access design 
included road, driveway, or parking lot revisions for properties that would be intersected by an 
alternative. 

Based on this additional engineering, cut-and-fill lines (that is, the additional excavation and 
embankment area needed for construction) were also generated to estimate the footprint required to 
build each alternative (a 15-foot buffer was added to account for potential construction impacts and 
equipment access), and right-of-way lines were estimated. The footprint and right-of-way area were 
used to calculate impact values for Level 4 screening. 

Table 3-4 describes the components of the refined alternatives, as well as a description of the 
No-Action Alternative, that moved into Level 3 screening. See Attachment A, Conceptual 
Alternatives Resulting from the Area Plan and Refinements Made to Those Alternatives, for 
engineering refinements for each alternative and Attachment C, Refined Draft Alternatives Exhibits, 
for the engineering drawings of the refined alternatives carried through screening. 
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Table 3-4. Refined Alternatives for Level 3 Screening 
Alt. Description 

No
-A

ct
io

n 
Al

te
rn

at
ive

 

With this alternative, no improvements would be made to the Kimball Junction interchange with I-80 or on SR-224 
between the interchange and Olympic Parkway except for routine maintenance and the programmed improvement 
by UDOT to add dual northbound and southbound left-turn lanes at the Ute Boulevard/SR-224 intersection as well 
as SR-224 BRT improvements as identified in the SR-224 BRT Categorical Exclusion that was approved by the 
Federal Transit Administration in January 2023. Projects identified in the Mountainland Association of Governments’ 
2019–2050 regional transportation plan, except for the Kimball Junction Project, are assumed to have been 
constructed as part of the No-Action Alternative. 

Re
fin

ed
 A

lte
rn

at
ive

 A
 

Includes the following concepts: 
• Split diamond interchange with bridge crossings over I-80
• One-way frontage roads north and south of I-80
• Intersection improvements at the intersections of Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway with SR-224
• Pedestrian tunnel just south of Ute Boulevard
• Widened northbound and southbound lanes on SR-224 between Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway
• Dual left-turn lanes on SR-224 at both Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway
• Signalized intersection at Ute Boulevard/Landmark Drive to replace the existing roundabout
• Additional lane eastbound on Newpark Boulevard from SR-224 to the Uinta Way roundabout (ends in right turn

only)

Re
fin

ed
 A

lte
rn

at
ive

 B
 

Includes the following concepts: 
• Interchange improvements
• Additional lane added on I-80 eastbound off-ramp
• Additional northbound right-turn lane at the SR-224 and I-80 interchange
• Third lane added on the eastbound I-80 on-ramp from the SPUI
• SR-224 depressed from just north of Bear Cub Drive to the SR-224 and I-80 interchange
• Grade-separated signalized intersections, including turn lanes, at Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway with

bridges
• One-way frontage roads east and west of depressed SR-224
• Existing grade-separated pedestrian crossing near Olympic Parkway relocated to the south
• Additional lane on the northbound approach at the Ute Boulevard/Landmark Drive roundabout

Re
fin

ed
 A

lte
rn

at
ive

 C
 

Includes the following concepts: 
• Additional lane on I-80 eastbound off-ramp
• Right-turn lane added from the eastbound I-80 off-ramp to Ute Boulevard
• Additional northbound right turn lane at the SR-224 and I-80 interchange
• Additional westbound through lane at the intersection of SR-224 and Ute Boulevard
• Dual left-turn lanes on SR-224 at both Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway
• Additional lane on the northbound approach at the Ute Boulevard/Landmark Drive roundabout
• Additional lane eastbound on Newpark Boulevard from SR-224 to the Uinta Way roundabout (ends in right turn

only)
• Extended left-turn lane on westbound Ute Boulevard
• Pedestrian tunnel added just south of Ute Boulevard and east–west crosswalks across SR-224 removed at Ute

Boulevard and Olympic Parkway
• Extended right-turn lane added on westbound Newpark Boulevard
• Additional northbound and southbound lanes on SR-224 between Olympic Parkway and Ute Boulevard
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3.6 Level 3 Screening 
The Level 3 screening process is based on the project’s purpose 
and need. See Section 3.3, Summary of the Kimball Junction 
Project’s Purpose and Need (for Level 3 Screening). The project’s 
purpose is to address transportation-related safety and mobility for 
all users of the Kimball Junction area. The refined alternatives that 
passed Level 3 screening were determined to satisfy the project’s 
purpose and were then evaluated with Level 4 screening criteria to 
determine their expected impacts to key resources. Alternatives 
that do not satisfy the project’s purpose or that have unacceptable 
impacts were determined to not be reasonable. 

The purpose of Level 3 screening was to identify alternatives that 
would meet the overall purpose of the project. Alternatives that 
were determined to not meet the overall purpose of the project 
were considered unreasonable for NEPA purposes and not 
practicable under the Clean Water Act and were not carried 
forward for further analysis in Level 4 screening. 

During Level 3 screening, the refined alternatives resulting from the Area Plan were screened using 
criteria based on the need to maintain or improve transit travel times through the evaluation area. 
The initial alternatives were screened against criteria pertaining to travel time, intersection level of 
service, percent served, length of vehicle queues, level of traffic stress, and walking and transit 
travel times (Table 3-5). To accommodate Level 3 screening, UDOT developed the initial refined 
alternatives in enough detail to allow UDOT to use the Summit-Wasatch travel demand model to 
forecast the future traffic volumes and associated congestion for the evaluation area. Attachment D, 
Kimball Junction Alternatives and Traffic Modeling Data Report, includes the traffic and active 
transportation modeling methodology, data, and figures used for Level 3 screening. 

Note that no single Level 3 screening criterion is more important than another. In Level 3 screening, 
criteria and measures used for vehicle traffic are equally as important as criteria and measures used 
for active transportation. An alternative must pass each measure to pass Level 3 screening. The 
2050 no-action measurement is used as the basis of comparison; that is, the resulting measure 
needs to be better than the transportation conditions in 2050 without the proposed improvements to 
the Kimball Junction interchange. 

What is a travel demand 
model? 

A travel demand model is a 
computer model that predicts the 
number of transportation trips 
(travel demand) in an area at a 
given time. This prediction is 
based on the expected 
population, employment, 
household, and land-use 
conditions in the area. The travel 
demand model used for the 
Kimball Junction Project is 
maintained by the Mountainland 
Association of Governments. 
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Table 3-5. Level 3 Screening Criteria – Purpose and Need 
Criterion Measure Data Used 

Improving operations and 
travel times on SR-224 from 
the I-80 interchange through 
Olympic Parkway 

Does the alternative provide reliable through-traffic travel 
time on SR-224 during the AM and PM peak hours? (yes/no) 

Travel time (look at 
average speeds on SR-224 
to equate to arterial LOS) a  

Meets a level of service of LOS D for as many intersections 
as possible.  

Intersection LOS (overall 
LOS and turning LOS) b 

Is the percent served improved during the AM and PM peak 
hours? (yes/no) Percent served c 

Improving safety by 
eliminating vehicle queues on 
I-80 off-ramps 

Are the off-ramp vehicle queue lengths eliminated on I-80 
mainline through lanes? (yes/no) 

Length of vehicle queue 
(feet) 

Improving pedestrian and 
bicyclist mobility and 
accessibility throughout the 
evaluation area 

Does the level of traffic stress improve in the vicinity of 
SR-224? (yes/no) d Level of traffic stress d 

Do the walk times improve for key origin-destination pairs? 
(yes/no) e Walk times 

Maintaining or improving 
transit travel times through 
the evaluation area 

Does the alternative maintain or improve the SR-224 BRT 
transit travel times through the evaluation area? (yes/no) Travel times 

Definitions: AM = morning; BRT = bus rapid transit; LOS = level of service; LTS = level of traffic stress;  
O-D = origin-destination; PM = afternoon 
a For Alternative B, travel times are measured for only the section of SR-224 with the proposed grade-separated depressed 

thoroughfare; the travel times don’t include travel time on the frontage roads. 
b Level of service is a measure of the operating conditions on a road or at an intersection. Level of service is represented by 

a letter “grade” ranging from A (free-flowing traffic and little delay) to F (extremely congested, stop-and-go traffic and 
excessive delay). LOS B through LOS E represent progressively worse operating conditions. 

c Percent served is the percent of traffic demand that can move through the transportation network during the analysis period 
as measured by a traffic analysis model. 

d Level of traffic stress (LTS) is a 1-to-4 rating for the amount of traffic stress imposed on bicyclists or pedestrians on a 
transportation facility. LTS 1 represents the least stress, and LTS 4 represents the most stress. 

e An origin-destination pair (also referred to as a travel time pair) is a selected beginning and ending point for a trip on the 
transportation network. 
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3.6.1 Level 3 Screening Results 
Table 3-6 shows the final Level 3 screening results. Traffic modeling data and figures for these 
refined alternatives are included in Attachment D, Kimball Junction Alternatives and Traffic Modeling 
Data Report. 

Table 3-6 also shows limited results for the conceptual Alternative B resulting from the Area Plan 
(prior to refinements), since that conceptual alternative required the most refinements of the three 
alternatives. Initial traffic results showed that the conceptual Alternative B, as defined in the Area 
Plan, would not meet the Level 3 screening traffic criteria. As shown in Table 3-6, multiple 
intersections would fail, and vehicle queues would back onto the I-80 mainline. The conceptual 
Alternative B resulting from the Area Plan was not evaluated for the remaining Level 3 screening 
metrics since it failed initial screening measures and was not evaluated further during the 
alternatives screening process. At this point, the design of Alternative B was refined to determine 
whether Alternative B could operate with better traffic metrics and thereby pass Level 3 screening. 
The concept of the depressed roadway with frontage roads is consistent with both the conceptual 
and Refined Alternative B, even though Refined Alternative B has a wider footprint. 

As shown in Table 3-6, although Refined Alternative B meets traffic criteria, it does not improve 
pedestrian and bicyclist mobility and accessibility throughout the evaluation area compared to the 
No-Action Alternative, and therefore it does not meet the overall purpose of the project. Alternatives 
that are determined to not meet the purpose of the project are typically considered unreasonable for 
NEPA purposes. Refined Alternatives A and C both met the purpose of the project by performing 
better than the No-Action Alternative for all Level 3 screening measures. 
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Table 3-6. Level 3 Screening Results 

Criterion 
Level 3 Screening: Purpose and Need 

Improve operations and travel times on SR-224 from I-80 interchange through Olympic Parkway Improve safety by eliminating 
vehicle queues on I-80 off-ramps 

Maintain or improve transit travel times 
through the evaluation area 

Improve pedestrian and bicyclist mobility and accessibility 
throughout the evaluation area 

Measure 
Provides reliable through-traffic 
travel time on SR-224 during the 

AM and PM peak hours? (yes/no) a 

Meets a level of service of 
LOS D for as many 

intersections as possible b 

Is the percent served improved 
during the AM and PM 
peak hours? (yes/no) c 

Are the off-ramp vehicle queue 
lengths eliminated on I-80 mainline 

through lanes? (yes/no) 

Does the alternative maintain or improve 
the SR-224 BRT transit travel times through 

the evaluation area? (yes/no) 

Does the level of traffic stress 
improve in the vicinity of 

SR-224? (yes/no) d 

Do the walk times improve 
for key origin-destination 

pairs? (yes/no) e 

What does this mean for me? I’m not stuck in slow-moving traffic I’m not sitting through multiple 
light cycles all the time I’m able to travel through the area Traffic isn’t backed up on the I-80 

mainline Public transportation will work more efficiently Pedestrians and bicyclists have 
higher level of comfort 

Pedestrians and bicyclists can 
travel better in the area 

Measure Travel time (average speed in mph) Number of intersections at 
LOS E or F Percent served Length of vehicle queue Total BRT travel time (NB+SB, AM+PM) 

savings from no-action (min:sec) Level of traffic stress 
Total walk time savings from 

no-action for 4 O-D pairs 
(min:sec) 

Existing Conditions (2022) AM SB – 6:15 (17) 
PM NB – 7:45 (13) 

AM – 1 
PM – 2 99% (AM and PM) 2,600 feet Not applicable SR-224 trail – LTS1 

SR-224 intersections – LTS3 53:30 

2050 No-Action Alternative AM SB – 11:30 (9) 
PM NB – 9:30 (11) 

AM – 1 
PM – 5 86% (AM and PM) >5,000 feet 16:30 SR-224 trail – LTS1 

SR-224 intersections – LTS3 54:00 

Alternative A (Refined) 
Split Diamond Interchange with 
Intersection Improvements 

Yes: 
AM SB – 4:30 (25) 
PM NB – 4:15 (23) 

AM – 1 
PM – 0 Yes: 100% Yes: 600 feet 14:00 

Yes (–2:30) 
Yes: SR-224 pedestrian tunnel 

improves Ute Boulevard 
crossing to LTS1 

52:30 
Yes (–1:30) 

Alternative B (Conceptual) 
resulting from the Area Plan 
(not fully evaluated because 
intersections fail)  

Not evaluated AM – 2 
PM – 8 No: 92% AM, 79% PM No: >5,000 feet Not evaluated Not evaluated Not evaluated 

Alternative B (Refined) 
Grade-separated Intersections with 
One-way Frontage Roads to the I-80 
Interchange 

Yes: 
AM SB – 3:15 (33) 
PM NB – 2:45 (37) 

AM – 0 
PM – 0 Yes: 100% Yes: 900 feet 14:15 

Yes (–2:15) 
No (Same as No-Action): 

SR-224 trail – LTS1 
SR-224 intersections – LTS3  

57:45 
No (+3:45) 

Alternative C (Refined) 
Intersection Improvements with 
Pedestrian Enhancements 

Yes: 
AM SB – 3:15 (33) 
PM NB – 3:45 (26) 

AM – 0 
PM – 0 Yes: 100% Yes: 400 feet 14:30 

Yes (–2:00) 
Yes: SR-224 pedestrian tunnel 

improves Ute Boulevard 
crossing to LTS1 

53:45 
Yes (–0:15) 

Definitions: AM = morning; BRT = bus rapid transit; LOS = level of service; LTS = level of traffic stress; min:sec = minutes:seconds; mph = miles per hour; 
NB = northbound; O-D = origin-destination; PM = afternoon; SB = southbound 
a The AM and PM peak hours are the 1-hour periods of the morning and afternoon, respectively, during which there is the greatest number of vehicles on 

the roadway system. The peak hours that were modeled in the analysis were 8:00 to 9:00 AM and 4:00 to 5:00 PM. For Alternative B, travel times are 
measured for only the section of SR-224 with the proposed grade-separated depressed thoroughfare; the travel times don’t include travel time on the 
frontage roads. 

b Level of service (LOS) is a measure of the operating conditions on a road or at an intersection. Level of service is represented by a letter “grade” ranging 
from A (free-flowing traffic and little delay) to F (extremely congested, stop-and-go traffic and excessive delay). LOS B through LOS E represent 
progressively worse operating conditions. 

c Percent served is the percent of traffic demand that can move through the transportation network during the analysis period as measured by a traffic 
analysis model. 

d Level of traffic stress (LTS) is a 1-to-4 rating for the amount of traffic stress imposed on bicyclists or pedestrians on a transportation facility. LTS 1 
represents the least stress, and LTS 4 represents the most stress. Note that LTS was measured for the entire Kimball Junction area active transportation 
network. Most of the network stays the same under all scenarios; that is, there would be no change from existing conditions and the No-Action Alternative. 
This table reports only those network measures that are different from existing conditions and the No-Action Alternative. 

e An origin-destination (O-D) pair (also referred to as a travel time pair) is a selected beginning and ending point for a trip on the transportation network. 
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3.7 Level 4 Screening 
As a result of Level 3 screening, two refined alternatives (Alternatives A and C) were determined to 
meet the purpose of the project and therefore were advanced to Level 4 screening. Refined 
Alternative B was determined not to meet the project purpose because (1) compared to the 
No-Action Alternative, it would increase pedestrian and bicycle travel time, and (2) pedestrian and 
bicyclist comfort would be the same as with the No-Action Alternative but would not be improved. 
However, because Refined Alternative B had the best performance of the three alternatives with 
regard to vehicle travel times and speeds, UDOT still evaluated Refined Alternative B in Level 4 
screening. The purpose of Level 4 screening was to eliminate alternatives that perform similarly in 
meeting the purpose of the project compared to other alternatives but would result in greater impacts 
to natural, built, and socioeconomic resources—including having a higher cost. During Level 4 
screening, UDOT collectively evaluated the refined alternatives against criteria that focus on the 
alternative’s impacts to the natural and built environment, including property acquisitions and 
relocations and estimated project costs. Table 3-7 lists the Level 4 screening criteria. 

Table 3-7. Level 4 Screening Criteria and Measures 
Criterion Measure 
Threatened and endangered species • Acres and types of habitat 

Waters of the United States • Acres and types of aquatic resources 
• Linear feet of creeks affected 

Section 4(f) resources • Number and type of Section 4(f) uses 
Relocations • Number of potential residential or business relocations 
Land use • Compatibility with current land use plans (yes/no) 
Cost  • Estimated project cost 

The Level 4 screening process evaluated: 

• The estimated impacts to key resources from each refined alternative 
• Estimates of the alternatives’ costs 
• Additional logistical considerations and overall feasibility 

Based on these findings, UDOT determined whether any of the alternatives would have substantially 
greater impacts or costs without having substantially greater benefits in meeting the purpose of 
the project. 



34 | August 28, 2024 Final Alternatives Development and Screening Results Report 

Estimate Impacts to Key Resources and Private Property. Using geographic information systems 
(GIS) software, UDOT estimated how each refined alternative that passed Level 3 screening might 
affect key resources such as threatened and endangered species, wetlands and other potential 
waters of the United States, and Section 4(f) resources. The expected impacts were determined by 
overlaying the estimated right-of-way for each alternative over the GIS datasets for these resources. 
UDOT used the same approach to identify the potential property acquisitions and relocations. For 
alternatives that are carried forward for analysis in the EIS, UDOT will conduct additional engineering 
refinement and resource impact analysis. For more information about Section 4(f) resources and the 
Clean Water Act, see Section 3.2, Reasons Why an Alternative Might Be Eliminated during the EIS 
Screening Process (Levels 3 and 4 Screening). 

Compare Impacts and Costs to Benefits. UDOT used the screening results to determine whether 
any of the refined alternatives would have substantially greater impacts to key resources or costs 
without having substantially greater benefits in meeting the purpose of the project. Alternatives that 
would have the same or similar benefits as other alternatives but would have substantially greater 
impacts or costs were eliminated and considered unreasonable for NEPA purposes. 

3.7.1 Level 4 Screening Results 
The Level 4 screening results for each criterion are described below and summarized in Table 3-8. 
Table 3-9 provides a breakdown of the cost components for each alternative. 

Threatened and Endangered Species. All three refined alternatives are substantially the same in 
terms of their impacts to threatened and endangered species (TES). Refined Alternative A would 
have no impacts to TES habitat, and Refined Alternatives B and C would have negligible 
(0.001 acre) impacts to TES habitat. 

Waters of the United States. Waters of the United States (WOTUS) are protected by Section 404 
of the Clean Water Act. A Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is 
required for projects that would impact WOTUS. Water quality impacts to WOTUS are considered by 
USACE in its permitting process. USACE cannot issue a permit if a practicable alternative exists that 
would have less adverse impacts. Table 3-8 summarizes the potential WOTUS that would be 
intersected by the three alternatives. Wetland delineation fieldwork was finalized in the summer and 
fall of 2023 and is based on wetland delineation data that were collected in accordance with 
applicable USACE delineation standards. Although Refined Alternatives A and B would be 
substantially the same in terms of their impacts to WOTUS, Refined Alternative B would have 
0.05 acre more impacts. Refined Alternative C would have the smallest impacts to WOTUS at 
0.012 acre. Although there is no threshold for jurisdictional status, USACE typically considers 
impacts under 0.5 acre to be minimal if mitigation is incorporated (if required); from 0.5 to 1 acre is 
considered minor; and 1 acre or more is considered significant.8 

Section 4(f) Resources. None of the refined alternatives would have a Section 4(f) use. 

8 USACE Sacramento District, “Permitting Overview,” https://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Missions/
Regulatory/Permitting, accessed July 18, 2024. 

https://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/Permitting
https://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/Permitting
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Table 3-8. Level 4 Screening Results 

Criterion or Alternative 
Level 4 Screening: Cost and Impacts to the Built and Natural Environment 

Threatened and 
Endangered Species 

Wetlands and Waters of the 
United States Section 4(f) Resources Land Use Relocations Cost 

What does this mean for me? 
How would this impact 

protected plant and 
animal species in the 

area? 

How would this impact federally 
protected wetlands and waters? 

Would lands from a 
historic site or protected 

public resources be 
affected? 

Would it meet the 
community’s land use 

goals? 

Would there be 
potential property 

impacts to community 
members? 

How much would it 
cost to build? 

Measure Acres 
Acres and types of aquatic resources 
(ditches, open water, wetlands, and 

perennial streams) 
Number and type of 

Section 4(f) uses 
Compatibility with 

current land use plans 
Number of potential 

residential or business 
relocations 

Construction cost 
estimate ($2023) 

Existing Conditions (2022) — — — — — — 

No-Action Alternative — — — — — — 

Alternative A (Refined) 
Split Diamond Interchange with Intersection 
Improvements 

0 

Ditch – 0.010 
Open Water – 0.060 
Wetland – 0.061 
Perennial Stream – 0 
Total impacts – 0.131 

0 Yes 0 $108M 

Alternative B (Refined) 
Grade-separated Intersections with One-way 
Frontage Roads to the I-80 Interchange 

0.001 

Ditch – 0.102 
Open Water – 0.015 
Wetland – 0.065 
Perennial Stream – 0.004 
Total impacts – 0.186 

0 No 3 business 
0 residential $201M 

Alternative C (Refined) 
Intersection Improvements with Pedestrian 
Enhancements 

0.001 

Ditch – 0.009 
Open Water – 0 
Wetland – 0.001 
Perennial Stream – 0.002 
Total impacts – 0.012 

0 Yes 0 $41M 

 



36 | August 28, 2024 Final Alternatives Development and Screening Results Report 

Table 3-9. Costs by Alternative 
In 2023 dollars 

Alternative 
Cost Category 

Alternative A (Refined) 
Split Diamond Interchange with 

Intersection Improvements 

Alternative B (Refined) 
Grade-separated Intersections 
with One-way Frontage Roads 

to the I-80 Interchange 

Alternative C (Refined) 
Intersection Improvements with 

Pedestrian Enhancements 
Right-of-way (strip takes) $3,800,000 $12,130,000 $2,200,000 
Right-of-way (relocations) $0 $16,300,000 $0 
Roadway/structure $50,300,000 $71,600,000 $16,900,000 
Utilities $11,500,000 $17,900,000 $5,900,000 
Drainage $8,200,000 $19,900,000 $3,700,000 
Traffic control and maintenance of traffic $2,100,000 $10,200,000 $800,000 
Miscellaneous (CE, PE, and contingency)  $32,000,000 $53,700,000 $11,300,000 
Total cost $107,900,000 $200,400,000 $40,600,000 

Definitions: CE = construction engineering phase; PE = preliminary engineering phase 
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Land Use. The Kimball Junction Neighborhood Master Plan9 identifies several potential 
transportation-related opportunities for enhancing Kimball Junction’s built environment, including 
improving the flow of the regional through traffic; re-establishing a traditional, neighborhood building-
street pattern; and improving overall neighborhood connectivity and walkability. Key transportation-
related components of the neighborhood master plan are to improve regional north–south vehicle 
flow through the Kimball Junction neighborhood as well as to enhance safe pedestrian, bicycle, 
transit, and vehicle connections between the east and west sides of the neighborhood and beyond. 

When reviewing the neighborhood master plan as part of Level 4 screening, UDOT considered 
consistency with several opportunities in the plan related to multimodal transportation, including 
improving the flow of the regional through traffic and improving overall neighborhood connectivity 
and walkability. All three refined alternatives meet the goal of improving the flow of regional through 
traffic, as shown in the Level 3 screening results. 

Refined Alternatives A and C would both add a new proposed pedestrian tunnel under Ute 
Boulevard and, therefore, combined with the existing pedestrian tunnel at Olympic Parkway, they 
would further help connect the neighborhoods on each side of SR-224 and enhance walkability in 
the area. In doing so, both alternatives also meet the key action point of the Kimball Junction 
Neighborhood Master Plan to “develop additional above- or below-ground pedestrian and 
nonmotorized linkages across SR 224.” With Refined Alternative B, pedestrians and cyclists would 
need to cross the two-plus-lane frontage roads (that is, two travel lanes between Ute Boulevard and 
Olympic Parkway as well as the taper required for left- and right-turn lanes at the intersections). This 
lane configuration (four lanes at the intersections) would not meet the objective of a seamlessly 
connected neighborhood as well as the other two refined alternatives would. Refined Alternative B 
would be partially compatible with the Kimball Junction neighborhood plan but would not improve 
pedestrian and bicyclist connections as well as Refined Alternatives A and C because of the wider 
cross section of the Alternative B design. 

None of the refined alternatives would disrupt current zoning, and all three alternatives would 
adequately accommodate transit travel times. All three alternatives would convert some land zoned 
for non-transportation uses to a transportation use; however, Refined Alternative B would have the 
most impact on commercially zoned properties and would convert the most land to a transportation 
use. Because future land use plans in the area are not well defined, it is unclear whether any one of 
the refined alternatives would disrupt or better meet future land use plans. 

Property Acquisition and Relocations. UDOT analyzed each refined alternative for its potential 
impacts to residential and commercial property and construction costs. For screening purposes, 
relocations were identified as properties with large potential impacts where the alternative would 
intersect with structures on the parcel and change the primary use, access, or function of the parcel, 
or there would be no useable remainder. 

If an action alternative that requires acquisitions is ultimately selected in the project’s Record of 
Decision, UDOT would work with property owners to acquire the right-of-way. Properties would be 
acquired in accordance with the federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 197010; Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended; and the State 
of Utah Relocation Program (under the Utah Relocation Assistance Act, Utah Code, Section 57-12). 

 
9 Summit County, Kimball Junction Neighborhood Master Plan, https://summitcounty.org/DocumentCenter/

View/9150/Kimball-Junction-Neighborhood-Plan-20-4-24-19?bidId=, 2019. 
10 This federal law establishes minimum standards for federally funded programs and projects that require the 

acquisition of property or that displace persons from their home, business, or farm. 

https://summitcounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/9150/Kimball-Junction-Neighborhood-Plan-20-4-24-19?bidId=
https://summitcounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/9150/Kimball-Junction-Neighborhood-Plan-20-4-24-19?bidId=
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The refined alternatives would require the following property acquisition and relocations. 

• Refined Alternative A would impact parking at the Taco Bell but would not require any
businesses relocations. About 2 parking spaces (out of 21 spaces) at the Taco Bell would be
removed to reconstruct the Landmark Drive intersection, but the parking impacts would not
be great enough to make the business inoperable.

• Refined Alternative B’s footprint is twice as large as that of the other refined alternatives, and
it would require three business relocations: McDonald’s, Mister Car Wash, and Wells Fargo
Bank. More than 50% of the McDonald’s parking would be removed, and the drive-through at
both McDonald’s and Wells Fargo Bank would be removed. The driveway access to Mister
Car Wash from SR-224 would be removed to construct a ramp, which would eliminate
access to the car wash from SR-224 and require a major circulation change at the car wash.
This elimination of access would likely make the business inoperable.

• Refined Alternative C would require minor property strip takes (acquisition of a strip of land
on the edge of a parcel), but no relocations would be needed.

Cost. The potential property acquisitions of an alternative (described above) and its construction 
costs are included in its cost estimate. The construction cost was estimated at a high level for each 
refined alternative using standard assumptions of cost per lane-mile and per acre of right-of-way. 
Construction costs will be refined after design refinements are made as part of the EIS process. 
Table 3-9 above summarizes the right-of-way and cost information by alternative. 

Refined Alternative B has the highest cost of the three refined alternatives for several reasons. The 
right-of-way and property impacts shown in Table 3-9 above are predictably greater for Refined 
Alternative B because it has a wider footprint along SR-224 compared to Refined Alternatives A 
and C. Refined Alternative B also has structures to grade-separate the through lanes at Ute 
Boulevard and Olympic Parkway and 1,800 feet of retaining walls on both sides of the depressed 
roadway section. 

Refined Alternative A would cost less than Refined Alternative B but more than Refined 
Alternative C. This is due to the additional bridge, partial interchange, and one-way frontage roads 
west of the existing Kimball Junction interchange. Refined Alternative A also includes widening of 
Landmark Drive and adding a traffic signal in place of the existing traffic circle at the intersection of 
Ute Boulevard and Landmark Drive. 

Summary. Because Refined Alternatives A and C would have similar levels of impacts, the Level 4 
screening analysis did not give UDOT a reason to eliminate either alternative. Therefore, in the draft 
screening report, UDOT decided that both Refined Alternatives A and C would advance for detailed 
evaluation in the Draft EIS. Because Refined Alternative B does not meet the purpose of the project 
(it failed Level 3 screening for pedestrian and bicyclist mobility and comfort) and would have the 
most WOTUS impacts, the most relocations, and the highest cost, UDOT decided that Refined 
Alternative B should be eliminated and not evaluated further. 

Table 3-10 combines the Level 3 and Level 4 screening results. 



 

Final Alternatives Development and Screening Results Report August 28, 2024 | 39 

Table 3-10. Alternatives Screening Summary 

Criterion 

Level 3 – Purpose and Need Level 4 – Impacts and Cost 

Cost Improve operations and travel times 
on SR-224 from I-80 interchange 

through Olympic Parkway 

Improve safety by 
eliminating vehicle 

queues on I-80 
off-ramps 

Maintain or improve 
transit travel times 
through evaluation 

area 

Does the level of traffic 
stress improve in the vicinity 

of SR-224? (yes/no) a 

Improve pedestrian 
and bicyclist mobility 

and accessibility 
through evaluation 

area 

Threatened 
and 

endangered 
species 

Wetlands and waters 
of the United States 

Section 4(f) 
resources Land use Relocations 

What does this mean 
for me? 

I’m not stuck in 
slow-moving traffic 

I’m not sitting 
through multiple 
light cycles all 

the time 

Traffic isn’t backed up 
on the I-80 mainline 

Public transportation 
will work more 

efficiently 
Pedestrians and bicyclists 

have higher level of comfort 
Pedestrians and 

bicyclists can travel 
better in the area 

How will this 
impact 

protected 
species in the 

area? 

How will this impact 
federally protected 

wetlands and waters? 

Would lands from a 
historic site or 

protected public 
resources be affected? 

Would it meet 
our community 
land use goals? 

Would there be 
potential property 

impacts to 
community 
members? 

How much would 
it cost to build? 

Measure 
Travel time 

(average speed 
in mph) 

Number of 
intersections at 

LOS E or F b 

Length of vehicle 
queue 

Total BRT travel time 
(NB+SB, AM+PM) 

savings from no-action 
(min:sec) 

Level of traffic stress 

Total walk time savings 
from no-action for 

4 O-D pairs 
(min:sec) c 

Acres 

Acres and types of 
aquatic resources 

(ditches, open water, 
wetlands, and 

perennial streams) 

Number and type of 
Section 4(f) uses 

Compatibility 
with current land 

use plans 

Number of 
potential 

residential or 
business 

relocations 

Construction cost 
estimate ($2023) 

Existing Conditions 
(2022) 

AM SB – 6:15 (17) 
PM NB – 7:45 (13) 

AM – 1 
PM – 2 2,600 feet — SR-224 trail – LTS1 

SR-224 intersections – LTS3 53:30 — — — — — — 

2050 No-Action 
Alternative 

AM SB – 11:30 (9) 
PM NB – 9:30 (11) 

AM – 1 
PM – 5 >5,000 feet 16:30 SR-224 trail – LTS1 

SR-224 intersections – LTS3 54:00 — — — — — — 

Alternative A (Refined) 
Split Diamond Interchange 
with Intersection 
Improvements 

AM SB – 4:30 (25) 
PM NB – 4:15 (23) 

AM – 1 
PM – 0 600 feet –2:30 

Yes: SR-224 pedestrian tunnel 
improves Ute Boulevard 

crossing to LTS1 
52:30 

(–1:30) 0 0.131 0 Yes 0 $108M 

Alternative B (Refined) 
Grade-separated 
Intersections with One-
way Frontage Roads to 
the I-80 Interchange 

AM SB – 3:15 (33) 
PM NB – 2:45 (37) 

AM – 0 
PM – 0 900 feet –2:15 

No: Same as No-Action: 
SR-224 trail – LTS1 

SR-224 intersections – LTS3 
 

57:45 
(+3:45) 0.047 0.186 0 No 3 $201M 

Alternative C (Refined) 
Intersection Improvements 
with Pedestrian 
Enhancements 

AM SB – 3:15 (33) 
PM NB – 3:45 (26) 

AM – 0 
PM – 0 400 feet –2:00 

Yes: SR-224 pedestrian tunnel 
improves Ute Boulevard 

crossing to LTS1 
53:45 

(–0:15) 0.001 0.012 0 Yes 0 $41M 

Definitions: AM = morning; BRT = bus rapid transit; LOS = level of service; LTS = level of traffic stress; min:sec = minutes:seconds; mph = miles per hour; 
NB = northbound; O-D = origin-destination; PM = afternoon; SB = southbound 
a Level of traffic stress (LTS) is a 1-to-4 rating for the amount of traffic stress imposed on bicyclists or pedestrians on a transportation facility. 

LTS 1 represents the least stress, and LTS 4 represents the most stress. Note that LTS was measured for the entire Kimball Junction area active 
transportation network. Most of the network stays the same under all scenarios; that is, there would be no change from existing conditions and the 
No-Action Alternative. This table reports only those network measures that are different from existing conditions and the No-Action Alternative. 

b Level of service (LOS) is a measure of the operating conditions on a road or at an intersection. Level of service is represented by a letter “grade” ranging 
from A (free-flowing traffic and little delay) to F (extremely congested, stop-and-go traffic and excessive delay). LOS B through LOS E represent 
progressively worse operating conditions. 

c An origin-destination (O-D) pair (also referred to as a travel time pair) is a selected beginning and ending point for a trip on the transportation network. 
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4.0 Summary of the Public and Agency 
Comment Period for the Draft Screening 
Report 

On February 26, 2024, UDOT published the draft screening report and initiated a 30-day public 
comment period. The screening results were published on the project website in the following ways: 

• Full draft screening report and appendices 

• Alternatives Development and Screening Summary video (30-minute summary and 
explanation of the screening results) 

• Series of three alternatives screening fact sheets in English and Spanish 

A combination of measures was taken to ensure that the public was notified about the release of the 
draft screening report and associated comment period.  

4.1 Notifications 
The comment period for the draft screening report began on February 26, 2024, and ended on 
March 27, 2024. The following methods were used to notify the general public of the public comment 
period, the materials available for review, and how to comment. 

• Advertisements were placed in the following publications:  
o The Salt Lake Tribune: February 28 and March 13, 2024  
o Park Record: February 28 and March 13, 2024 
o The Deseret News: February 28 and March 13, 2022  

• Notifications and reminders were posted on the Kimball Junction EIS Project website: 
https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov.  

• Notifications and reminders were posted on UDOT’s social media sites:  
o Facebook on February 26, 27, and 28 and March 26, 2024 
o Instagram and X on February 26, 27, and 28 and March 26, 2024 

• Email notices were sent to UDOT’s Kimball Junction mailing list on February 26 and 
March 26, 2024. 

• Printed flyers were hung at the following locations:  
o Park City Public Library (1255 Park Avenue, Park City) 
o Summit County Library (1885 W. Ute Boulevard, Park City) 
o 7-Eleven (1815 Canyons Resort Drive, Park City) 
o 7-Eleven (1500 Park Avenue, Park City) 
o 7-Eleven (4575 Silver Springs Drive, Park City) 
o Top Stop Chevron (2010 Park Avenue, Park City) 
o Starbucks (1700 Park Avenue, Park City) 

https://youtu.be/6IXLxc02o2A
https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/
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• Physical copies of all factsheets were available at the following locations: 
o Park City Public Library (1255 Park Avenue, Park City) 
o Summit County Library (1885 W. Ute Boulevard, Park City) 

UDOT sent a press release to local media outlets on February 26, 2024. Copies of the notifications 
sent for the draft screening report are included in Attachment B, Public and Agency Engagement 
Materials. 

4.2 Coordination with Agencies 
4.2.1 Agency Meeting to Review Refined Alternatives and 

Preliminary Screening Results  
On October 5, 2023, UDOT held an in-person meeting to review the development of the refined 
alternatives, present changes made to the alternatives since scoping along with the reasons for the 
changes, and present the initial draft screening results to agency representatives. Representatives 
from Summit County, Park City, and High Valley Transit were in attendance. The presentation 
materials are included in Attachment B, Public and Agency Engagement Materials. 

4.2.2 Agency Notice of the Draft Screening Report and Associated 
Comment Period 

On February 26, 2024, UDOT sent an email to all participating and cooperating agencies 
announcing the availability of the draft screening report. The email included fact sheets describing 
the alternatives and summarizing the alternatives development and screening process. 

Attachment B, Public and Agency Engagement Materials, includes the email and factsheet 
attachments. The email asked the participating agencies for their input during the 30-day public 
comment period for the draft screening report. Two participating agencies submitted comments 
(Summit County and the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources). Both letters, as well as responses to 
both agencies' comments, are included in Attachment B. 

4.2.3 Meetings with Summit County  
UDOT met with Summit County transportation planning staff and with the Summit County Council 
several times during the alternatives development and screening process. 

Meetings with Transportation Planning Staff  
The following meetings were held with Summit County transportation planning staff: 

• On October 25, 2023, Summit County submitted questions regarding the refined alternatives, 
screening methodology, and preliminary draft screening results that had been presented at 
the October 5, 2023 meeting. UDOT met with Summit County on November 2, 2023, to 
answer questions and further discuss the refined alternative designs, screening 
methodology, and initial draft screening results. 

• UDOT met with Summit County on February 27, 2024, to discuss the impending release of 
the draft screening report. UDOT provided county staff with an overview of the report’s 
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analysis and findings and reviewed the materials for the proposed council packet in 
preparation for a March council update. 

• UDOT met with Summit County on April 24, 2024, to better understand the formal comments 
and new alternatives that the County submitted during the comment period for the draft 
screening report, including the design elements of the County’s proposed new alternative 
that they called “B+,” and to better understand their desire for a pedestrian overpass at 
Ute Boulevard as opposed to the underpass currently included with Refined Alternatives A 
and C. 

• UDOT met with Summit County on June 12, 2024, after completing the conceptual design of 
the County’s proposed Alternative “B+” using UDOT’s design standards. In addition, UDOT 
discussed potential configurations for a pedestrian overpass. 

Council Meetings 
On January 25, 2024, UDOT met with the Summit County Council before releasing the screening 
results and presented an overview of the refined alternatives under consideration and the screening 
process. When the draft screening report was released, UDOT presented the screening results to 
both the Summit County Council (on March 6, 2024) and the Park City Council (on March 7, 2024). 

The first presentation to the Summit County Council included a summary of the alternatives 
development process and preliminary screening results. The presentations for both the county and 
city council meetings held after the draft screening report was released were the same and included 
an overview of the project’s purpose and need, a review of the refined alternatives, an overview of 
the screening process, the results of the screening process, a summary of why Alternatives A and C 
were moving forward for detailed evaluation in the EIS, an explanation of why Alternative B was 
eliminated, and information about how to comment. UDOT encouraged the councils and the public to 
submit comments on the draft screening report and the remaining alternatives. The presentation 
materials for the council meetings are included Attachment B, Public and Agency Engagement 
Materials. 

4.3 Summary of Public Comments on Alternatives 
Screening 

The public comment period for the draft screening report began on February 26, 2024, and 
concluded on March 27, 2024.  All comments that were received during this period and the public 
involvement materials are included in Attachment B, Public and Agency Engagement Materials. 

During the public comment period for the draft screening report, UDOT received about 135 individual 
comment submissions from the public and agencies. Comments addressed a variety of issues 
including concerns about congestion, wildlife impacts, pedestrian options and safety, and public 
transit options, as well as how alternatives might affect communities. Several comments requested 
that the project be included in the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) or 
suggested considerable changes to the existing alternatives. Some comments suggested new 
alternatives or variations on the existing alternatives. 

Each comment reviewed by UDOT was assigned a number. Attachment B includes a list of 
commenters presented chronologically and the corresponding comment number. A single comment 
might include several issues. A summary of the comments is included below in Section 4.4. 
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Comments received after the formal comment period and before the development of the Draft EIS 
will be reviewed by UDOT and considered during the development of the Draft EIS.  

UDOT developed responses to frequently asked questions (FAQ) and frequently heard comments 
about the draft screening report. The FAQ is available on the project website 
(https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov) and in Attachment B. 

As described in Section 4.2.2, Agency Notice of the Draft Screening Report and Associated 
Comment Period, formal comments were submitted by two participating agencies (Summit County 
and Utah Division of Wildlife Resources); these comments are included in Attachment B. UDOT’s 
responses to both agencies' comments are also included in Attachment B. 

4.4 Comments Received 
The following sections summarize the comments that were received on the draft screening report. 
Although UDOT considered all comments, changes to the alternatives or screening evaluation 
weren’t necessarily made in response to each individual comment. Some of the more frequently 
heard comments are addressed in the aforementioned FAQ found in Attachment B, Public and 
Agency Engagement Materials. In response to the comments received, UDOT evaluated two new 
alternatives: Summit County’s Alternative B+ and a pedestrian overpass in place of the proposed 
pedestrian underpass included with Refined Alternatives A and C. In addition, UDOT made changes 
to the existing Refined Alternatives A and C; these new alternatives and changes are discussed in 
more detail in Section 5.0, Alternatives Development and Screening Conducted after the Comment 
Period for the Draft Screening Report. 

4.4.1 Purpose and Need 
Purpose and Need Statement 

• This project is needed since the traffic issue is due to ski and tourism traffic and a growing 
population. 

• The cost and disruption of major construction are worth the investment, considering the 
significant projected traffic growth by 2050. 

• The proposed alternatives don’t meet the project’s purpose because they don’t separate 
local traffic from through traffic. 

• The study area isn’t large enough to accurately address the problem. 

Traffic  
• The proposed alternatives will induce travel demand. 

• The proposed alternatives will move traffic bottlenecks farther toward downtown Park City. 

• Traffic analysis should consider future developments. 

https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/
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Population Growth 
• UDOT’s population growth projection models aren’t accurate enough; the population will 

grow more than the models show. 

• Population growth models should account for population migration due to climate change in 
the next 50 years. 

Safety 
• Pedestrian and bicyclist safety should be a higher priority in this project. 

• Pedestrian and bicyclist safety should not be a higher priority since the study area is not 
considered a walkable area. 

• For the alternatives to work well, traffic speeds need to be better enforced. 

Screening Criteria 
• Weighting pedestrian and bicyclist traffic as equal to auto traffic seems unreasonable 

because the area serves considerably more auto traffic than pedestrian and bicyclist traffic. 

4.4.2 Alternatives 
Alternatives A, B, and C 

• There was opposition to and support for all existing alternatives. 

• Grade-separated solutions are needed to address long-term needs. 

• Commenters were concerned that Alternative B had failed screening. 

• Alternative B would address long-term traffic needs. 

• Elements of proposed Alternatives A and C should be combined. 

• The alternatives should prioritize long-term solutions. 

• Alternative A would affect local traffic on Kilby Road and Landmark Drive. 

• Alternative A should construct a new road instead of using Landmark Drive. 

• All proposed alternatives should include possible additional improvements that could be 
implemented sooner. 

• A pedestrian overpass should be considered in place of the proposed pedestrian tunnel on 
SR-224. 

Alternatives – Active Transportation 
• Bicycle use should be more specifically studied; how much of it is necessary or commuting 

traffic versus recreational? 

• Bicycle connectivity needs to be considered with all alternatives. 

• More pedestrian undercrossings should be added in the Kimball Junction area. 
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Alternatives – Other 
• Separating ski traffic from local traffic should be considered. 

• More-efficient parking systems at the nearby ski resorts would solve the problem. 

• A large park-and-ride lot is needed near the Kimball Junction Transit Center. 

• More-efficient and/or incentivized public transit systems would solve the problem. 

• Better-timed traffic signals would solve the congestion problem. 

Wildlife 
• Safety of wildlife should be a higher priority in this project. 

• Wildlife overpasses and other crossings should be added to improve safety. 

Economics 
• Businesses on the west side of the study area might unfairly benefit more than businesses 

on the east side. 

4.4.3 Miscellaneous 
• The time to complete the project and the disruption of major construction need to be 

considered. 

• Noise pollution needs to be considered. 

• The Winter Olympics in 2034 should be a higher priority in this project. 
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5.0 Alternatives Development and Screening 
Conducted after the Comment Period for 
the Draft Screening Report 

In response to the comments received on the draft screening report, UDOT evaluated new 
alternatives and made additional changes to the refined versions of Alternatives A, B, and C that 
were evaluated in the draft screening report. UDOT evaluated these new alternatives and changes 
based on ideas submitted by Summit County (see Summit County’s comments in Attachment B, 
Public and Agency Engagement Materials) and similar ideas proposed by the public. 

Summit County also provided UDOT with schematic drawings of their proposed changes to the 
alternatives as part of the formal comments the County submitted during the public and agency 
comment period for the draft screening report. Those schematic drawings are included with their 
comments in Attachment B, Public and Agency Engagement Materials. UDOT used the schematic 
drawings as guidance, then created conceptual designs following UDOT’s engineering standards. 
UDOT’s conceptual designs of those alternatives are included in Attachment E, New Alternatives 
Resulting from the Draft Screening Results Comments That Were Eliminated after Screening 
Evaluation, and Attachment F, Improved Alternatives Moving Forward for Detailed Evaluation in the 
Draft EIS. 

5.1 Alternative A: Combine Elements of Alternative C into 
Alternative A and Include Bicycle Lanes on SR-224 

Summit County and some members of the public suggested combining elements of the refined 
versions of Alternatives A and C presented in the draft screening report. Summit County specifically 
requested that the improvements on SR-224 included with Alternative C also be included in 
Alternative A. Several members of the public requested the inclusion of bicycle lanes in 
Alternative A. 

With the refined version of Alternative A presented in the draft screening report, there would be three 
through lanes in each direction (northbound and southbound) on SR-224 between Olympic Parkway 
and Ute Boulevard. At three intersection locations (northbound SR-224 and Olympic Parkway, 
northbound SR-224 and Ute Boulevard, and southbound SR-224 and Ute Boulevard), the outermost 
through lane transitions to a through-right lane (a combined through lane and right-turn lane), and 
vehicles turning right onto the side streets would turn from the through-right lane. This shared 
configuration of through lanes and right-turn lanes narrowed the footprint for Alternative A. 

In response to Summit County’s request to combine elements of Alternative C with Alternative A, 
UDOT revised the design of Alternative A on SR-224 to match the design of Alternative C. With this 
change, the three through lanes in each direction were maintained from the previous Alternative A, 
and a new right-turn lane was added in the northbound direction at the SR-224/Olympic Parkway 
intersection and in both the northbound and southbound directions at the SR-224/Ute Boulevard 
intersection, thereby separating the through and right-turning traffic for those movements. 

This design improvement also allowed striped and buffered bicycle lanes to be added between the 
through lane and the right-turn lane. The buffered bicycle lanes provide a striped buffer between the 
bicycle lane and the vehicle travel lane, thereby providing more formal separation from vehicle travel 
lanes and greater safety at the two intersections. 
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Buffered bicycle lanes would be striped into the shoulders of SR-224 in both the northbound and 
southbound directions, and the shoulders were widened from 8 feet to 10 feet wide to accommodate 
them. The buffered bicycle lanes were designed to meet UDOT’s design standards and provide a 
minimum of a 3-foot-wide striped gap area between the bicycle lanes and the travel lanes outside 
the intersections to increase the separation of bicycles and vehicles. Bicycle lanes were also added 
at all intersections on SR-224 between the turning lanes and through lanes. The bicycle lanes run 
from the south end of the project area at Olympic Parkway, cross Ute Boulevard and the I-80 SPUI, 
and end at Rasmussen Road on the north end of the project area. In addition, the existing parallel 
multi-use trail system along SR-224 functions as an alternative route for bicycle traffic for cyclists 
who are uncomfortable riding on the roadway surface. 

Level 3 Screening. The new Level 3 screening results for Alternative A with the Alternative C lane 
configuration on SR-224, as well as the addition of buffered bicycle lanes, did not change the 
screening results when they were aggregated for the Level 3 screening summary table. Some minor 
differences in traffic measures were produced; these are recorded in the traffic report included in 
Attachment D, Kimball Junction Alternatives and Traffic Modeling Data Report. For example, 
intersection average delay changed in some locations, but not enough to change the overall 
intersection level of service. Additionally, as shown in Attachment D, although the improvements to 
Alternative A added buffered bicycle lanes on SR-224, this still results in Level 4 bicycle level of 
traffic stress (BLTS) on SR-224 itself because of the high vehicle speeds and number of travel lanes. 

Level 4 Screening. The Level 4 screening results for the WOTUS screening measure changed 
slightly as a result of the changes to Alternative A. As shown in Table 5-1, the total impact to 
WOTUS decreased slightly. To reduce additional impacts from adding the additional vehicle and 
buffered bicycle lanes on SR-224, UDOT was able to shrink a new drainage pond (required in the 
design for storm drainage purposes) that was originally encroaching on an open-water feature with 
Alternative A. As shown in Table 3-8, Level 4 Screening Results, above, and Table 5-1, the impact 
to WOTUS from Alternative A decreased from 0.131 acre to 0.065 acre. In addition, the cost for the 
improved Alternative A increased from $107.9 million to $123.0 million, mostly due to costs associated 
with the additional widening of SR-224 for the vehicle and buffered bicycle lanes and additional 
engineering enhancements made to the design between the draft and final screening reports. 

No other Level 4 screening results changed due to the design improvements made to Alternative A 
between the draft and final screening reports.  

Table 5-1. New Level 4 Screening Results for Improved Alternatives A 
and C 
Impacts in acres 

Wetlands and 
WOTUS Type 

Impacts for Alternatives 
Analyzed in the Draft Screening 

Report (shown in Table 3-8) 
Impacts for Improved Alternatives 
after the Draft Screening Report  

Alt A Alt C Alt A  Alt C 
Ditch 0.010 0.001 0.011 0.010 
Open water 0.060 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Wetland  0.061 0.001 0.054 0.001 
Perennial stream  0.000 0.002 0.000 0.004 
Total impacts 0.131 0.012 0.065 0.015 

Note: The alternatives in this table are the refined alternatives presented in the draft screening 
report.  
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Summary. Alternative A has been revised as described above, including the above-mentioned lane 
additions on SR-224, which now match those for Alternative C. In addition, in response to public 
comments, buffered bicycle lanes have been included with Alternative A. Alternative A with these 
additions will be carried forward for detailed evaluation in the Draft EIS in place of the Alternative A 
presented in the draft screening report. For the updated Alternative A design, see Alternative A: Split 
Diamond Interchange with Intersection Improvements in Attachment F, Improved Alternatives 
Moving Forward for Detailed Evaluation in the Draft EIS. 

5.2 Alternative C: Include Bicycle Lanes in the Alternative 
During the public comment period on the draft screening report, several public commenters asked 
for bicycle lanes to be included in the alternatives moving forward for evaluation in the Draft EIS. 
Alternative C has been further improved to include buffered bicycle lanes. Buffered bicycle lanes 
would be striped into the shoulders of SR-224 in both northbound and southbound directions, and 
the shoulders were widened from 8 feet to 10 feet wide to accommodate them. Bicycle lanes were 
also added at all intersections on SR-224 between the turning lanes and through lanes. The bicycle 
lanes run from the south end of the project area at Olympic Parkway, cross Ute Boulevard and the 
I-80 SPUI, and end at Rasmussen Road on the north end of the project area. The buffered bicycle 
lanes were designed to meet UDOT’s design standards and provide a minimum of a 3-foot-wide 
striped gap area between the bicycle lanes and the travel lanes outside the intersections to increase 
the separation of bicycles and vehicles. 

For the updated Revised Alternative C design, see Alternative C: Intersection Improvements with 
Pedestrian Enhancements in Attachment F, Improved Alternatives Moving Forward for Detailed 
Evaluation in the Draft EIS. 

Level 3 Screening. The Level 3 screening measures for the improved Alternative C did not change. 
As shown in Attachment D, Kimball Junction Alternatives and Traffic Modeling Data Report, although 
the improvements to Alternative C added buffered bicycle lanes on SR-224, this still results in 
Level 4 BLTS on SR-224 itself because of the high vehicle speeds and increased number of travel 
lanes. 

Level 4 Screening. The Level 4 screening results for the WOTUS screening measure changed 
slightly as a result of the changes to Alternative C. As shown above in Table 5-1, New Level 4 
Screening Results for Improved Alternatives A and C, the total impact to WOTUS increased slightly, 
from 0.012 acre to 0.015 acre. Although UDOT was mostly able to fit the buffered bicycle lanes into 
the existing right-of-way, the addition of the bicycle lanes did slightly widen the footprint of 
Alternative C. In addition, the cost for the improved Alternative C increased from $40.6 million to 
$46.4 million, mostly due to costs associated with adding the buffered bicycle lanes and additional 
engineering enhancements made to the design between the draft and final screening reports. 

No other Level 4 screening results changed due to the design improvements made to Alternative C 
between the draft and final screening reports. 
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5.3 Summit County’s Alternative B+ 
In their comments on the draft screening report, Summit County proposed Alternative “B+,” a new 
alternative similar to the original conceptual Alternative B (shown in Attachment A, Conceptual 
Alternatives Resulting from the Area Plan and Refinements Made to Those Alternatives) but with the 
connection of Ute Boulevard crossing SR-224 eliminated to narrow the intersection’s footprint and 
provide a grade-separated public plaza over the depressed portion of SR-224. Summit County’s 
alternative also changes the one-way frontage roads proposed with previous iterations of 
Alternative B to two-way frontage roads. 

Conceptual Design and Operational Details. UDOT met with Summit County to better understand 
the County’s schematic design (included with the County’s comments on the draft screening report 
in Attachment B, Public and Agency Engagement Materials), then developed a more robust 
conceptual design (shown in Attachment E, New Alternatives Resulting from the Draft Screening 
Results Comments That Were Eliminated after Screening Evaluation) using UDOT standards. 
Elements of Alternative B+ include the following: 

• Ute Boulevard access across SR-224 would be closed and SR-224 would be depressed 
about 10 feet below the existing ground level at the crossing location to allow an extended 
length of the pedestrian plaza between Olympic Parkway and Ute Boulevard. Drivers who 
want to travel east–west across SR-224 at the current location of Ute Boulevard would be 
redirected onto the north–south frontage roads to travel out of direction to Olympic Parkway, 
where they would cross SR-224 on the Olympic Parkway bridge, thereby increasing the 
crossing distance and time for this movement. 

• Two-way frontage roads would be constructed adjacent to SR-224 on both east and west 
sides. Each side has two 12-foot-wide lanes southbound and one 12-foot-wide lane 
northbound. A raised concrete median between directions would be installed to reduce driver 
confusion. Because of the additional width needed to accommodate the two-way frontage 
roads, the Del Taco and the adjacent strip mall building (which houses Park City Mattress, 
Domino’s Pizza, and Sport Clips) would be directly impacted and require business 
relocations. In addition, the office building at 1794 Olympic Parkway (which houses several 
businesses including the Park City Visitors Center, Hugo Coffee, and MountainTop Physical 
Therapy) would also be directly impacted by the additional widening of the southbound 
frontage road and require business relocations. 

• A midblock signalized crosswalk would be installed on each side of SR-224 about halfway 
between Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway across the two-way frontage roads to enable 
pedestrians and cyclists to access a pedestrian plaza above the depressed SR-224. The 
midblock crosswalk would be operated via a pedestrian-actuated overhead signal or a 
flashing beacon. The pedestrian plaza on top of the depressed portion of SR-224 would be 
about 115 feet wide by 400 feet long. 

• Additional widening would be required at the Olympic Parkway and SR-224 grade-separated 
intersection to accommodate the new traffic movements and traffic signal cycles required for 
the new two-way frontage roads. 

Level 1 Screening Results. Because Alternative B+ proposed many fundamental changes to both 
the original and the refined Alternative B that was evaluated and eliminated from further study in the 
draft screening report, it was treated as a new alternative, and therefore screening started with 
Level 1 screening as described in Section 2.2, Level 1 Screening. Recall that Level 1 screening was 
used to determine whether each conceptual alternative developed during the Area Plan process had 
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a “fatal flaw” or whether it did not meet the problems and opportunities of the Area Plan study. 
Alternatives that had a fatal flaw or that did not meet the problems and opportunities were dismissed 
from further consideration. 

UDOT traffic and safety personnel reviewed the alternative and determined that, from a safety 
perspective, one-way frontage roads are considerably safer than two-way frontage roads. On 
average, converting from a two-way frontage road system to a one-way frontage road system 
reduces crashes by 57%.11,12 Other states, most notably Texas, which has an extensive frontage 
road system on its highways, are currently converting their existing two-way frontage roads to one-
way frontage roads. UDOT traffic and safety personnel stated that it’s neither prudent nor feasible to 
consider a design if there is a safer alternative design.13 

UDOT’s traffic and safety personnel also considered the large 
number of conflict points (90 total) in the Alternative B+ design, 
which is more than double that in refined Alternative B. The traffic 
and safety personnel said that UDOT standards require a 
reduction in the number of conflict points whenever feasible.14 The 
extra conflict points are introduced by adding the two-way north–
south frontage roads, which introduce additional turning and 
crossing movements compared to the one-way frontage roads. 

Alternative B+ could become functionally complex because the 
design configuration includes two separate intersections spaced very close to each other, so they 
would need to be operated like one intersection. This would require that one cycle of a traffic signal 
be split in many different phases to serve multiple traffic movements. 

Summary. Alternative B+ was eliminated from further consideration in Level 1 screening because 
UDOT determined that it had several fatal flaws from a traffic and safety perspective. UDOT met with 
Summit County to review the alternative’s conceptual design and its operational and safety 
limitations, and Summit County agreed that Alternative B+ should not move forward for additional 
evaluation in the EIS. 

5.4 Pedestrian Overpass Options with Alternatives A 
and C 

In their comments on the draft screening report, Summit County stated a preference for a pedestrian 
overpass as a means to grade-separate the crossing at Ute Boulevard instead of the underpass 
currently proposed with Alternatives A and C. Because of slope issues and the proximity of 
businesses to SR-224 on the east side of the road, UDOT considered three different ramp 
configurations for a pedestrian overpass. UDOT developed the three conceptual design overpass 
options to best site an overpass in a location to serve the Ute Boulevard intersection in place of the 
currently proposed pedestrian underpass. 

 
11 Texas Department of Transportation, Frontage Road Conversion Analysis for Existing Frontage Roads I-20 

from Loop 338 West to FM 307, prepared by LJA Engineering, 2014.  
12 William Eisele et al., Safety and Economic Impacts of Converting Two-way Frontage Roads to One-way: 

Methodology and Findings, Texas A&M Transportation Institute, 2011. 
13 Emails from Rebecka Stromness, UDOT, to the Kimball Junction project team relaying information from her 

meeting with Ivana Vladisavljevic, UDOT Region Two East Traffic Engineer, June 5 and 18, 2024.  
14 See footnote 13. 

What is a conflict point? 

A conflict point is any location 
where road users’ paths 
coincide. Conflicts have a 
potential to occur from crossing, 
merging, or diverging 
movements. 



 

52 | August 28, 2024 Final Alternatives Development and Screening Results Report 

Because a grade-separated crossing was determined feasible and passed Levels 1 and 2 screening 
during the Area Plan process, UDOT started the screening process for the three different pedestrian 
overpass configurations with Level 3 screening. Only the Level 3 screening measures relevant to 
improving pedestrian and bicyclist mobility and accessibility throughout the evaluation area were 
used to screen the pedestrian overpass options, including measuring the level of traffic stress in the 
vicinity of SR-224 and measuring the walk times using travel time pairs as described below. 

5.4.1 Pedestrian Overpass with Straight Ramps 
For the first option, UDOT developed a pedestrian overpass with straight ramps on the east side of 
SR-224 abutting the existing trail that runs adjacent to SR-224 (Pedestrian Overpass with Straight 
Ramps in Attachment E, New Alternatives Resulting from the Draft Screening Results Comments 
That Were Eliminated after Screening Evaluation). Although the ramps would be accessible from 
both the Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway intersections, to meet roadway clearance 
requirements with the long, straight ramps, the overpass itself would be sited in the middle, about 
400 feet from each intersection. The overpass would span across SR-224 and would tie into existing 
ground on the west side of SR-224 near the Sheldon Richins Building. 

The ramps were assumed to have a constant 5% grade to meet Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA) requirements, and were assumed to be constructed as a structure on columns. By making the 
ramps a structure, the visual impacts could be slightly mitigated, because the view could be seen 
between the columns and the amount of shade being cast by the ramps could be reduced compared 
to solid-earth ramps. 

The existing SR-224 trail would be reconstructed to the east of the ramps and would remain 
at grade. Pedestrians who don’t want to cross SR-224 could continue along the trail and wouldn’t 
need to walk up and down the ramps. 

5.4.2 Pedestrian Overpass with Oval Ramp 
For the third option, UDOT developed a pedestrian overpass with an oval ramp on the east side of 
SR-224 about 130 feet from the Ute Boulevard intersection with the west side landing located just 
east of the Sheldon Richins Building (Pedestrian Overpass with Oval Ramp in Attachment E, New 
Alternatives Resulting from the Draft Screening Results Comments That Were Eliminated after 
Screening Evaluation).  

Because the spiral ramp would have such a large footprint and would require a property acquisition, 
UDOT looked at the oval ramp as a less impactful alternative, where the curved shape was pinched 
to keep it inside the existing right-of-way. The oval ramp would function similarly to a continuous 
switchback. 

Pedestrians who want to cross SR-224 would enter the oval from the southeast corner of the Ute 
Boulevard intersection, climb 3 rotations, and then cross over SR-224 and the existing at-grade 
SR-224 trail. Owing to the oval’s offset location to the east and the width of the curves, the walking 
distance from entering the ramp to reaching the overpass crossing would be about 650 feet. 

The existing SR-224 trail would be reconstructed to the east of the ramps and would remain 
at grade. Pedestrians who don’t want to cross SR-224 could continue along the trail and wouldn’t 
need to walk up and down the ramps. 
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5.4.3 Pedestrian Overpass with Spiral Ramp 
For the second option, UDOT developed a pedestrian overpass with a spiral ramp on the east side 
of SR-224 about 80 feet from the Ute Boulevard intersection with the west side landing just east of 
the Sheldon Richins Building (Pedestrian Overpass with Spiral Ramp in Attachment E, New 
Alternatives Resulting from the Draft Screening Results Comments That Were Eliminated after 
Screening Evaluation).  

The diameter of the spiral would be about 118 feet, to accommodate a maximum 5% grade, and 
would provide head clearance between levels as the spiral climbs. The footprint of the spiral would 
be located outside the existing right-of-way and would directly impact the Del Taco building and 
require relocation of the Del Taco business. 

Pedestrians who want to cross SR-224 would enter the spiral from the southeast corner of the Ute 
Boulevard intersection, climb 2½ rotations around the spiral, and then cross over SR-224 and the 
existing at-grade SR-224 trail. Owing to the spiral’s offset location to the east and the width of the 
spiral, the walking distance from entering the ramp to reaching the overpass crossing would be 
about 1,050 feet. 

The existing SR-224 trail would be reconstructed to the east of the ramps and would remain 
at grade. Pedestrians who don’t want to cross SR-224 could continue along the trail and wouldn’t  

need to walk up and down the ramps. 

5.4.4 Level 3 Screening Results for Pedestrian Overpass Options 
Table 5-2, Level 3 Active Transportation Screening for Pedestrian Overpass Options, on page 55 
shows the Level 3 screening results for the three pedestrian overpass options. Only the Level 3 
screening measures for the active transportation criteria were used for screening the overpass 
options. 

Level of Traffic Stress. Each option was assumed to be included with both Alternative A and 
Alternative C in place of the pedestrian underpass currently included with either alternative. As 
shown in Table 5-2, all three pedestrian overpass options pass the LTS measure; all three would 
perform better than the 2050 No-Action Alternative and would equally improve the LTS, similar to an 
underpass. 

Pedestrian Walk Times. As described in Attachment D, Kimball Junction Alternatives and Traffic 
Modeling Data Report, pedestrian walk times were calculated for four origin/destination pairs in the 
Kimball Junction area (see Figure 5-1). The origin/destination pairs were selected to test travel times 
across major roads (SR-224, Ute Boulevard, and Olympic Parkway) and between significant land 
use destinations (grocery stores, the Kimball Junction Transit Center, and residential areas). 

All four origin/destination pairs straddle SR-224. Two are located near Ute Boulevard and the other 
two near Olympic Parkway. Walk times consider distance, grades, and traffic signal delay for 
pedestrian crossings at signalized intersections. The four origin/destination pairs are: 

1. Between the Whole Foods Market grocery store and the Newpark residential units 
2. Between the Kimball Junction Transit Center and Smith’s grocery store 
3. Between the Skullcandy offices and Chase Bank 
4. Between the Skullcandy offices and the Redstone residential units 
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Figure 5-1. Pedestrian Walk Time Origin/Destination Pairs 

 

As described in Attachment D, Kimball Junction Alternatives and Traffic Modeling Data Report, and 
as shown in Table 5-2, all three pedestrian overpass options fail the walk time screening measure. 
None of the alternatives listed in the table achieve a total walk time savings better than the 2050 
No-Action Alternative for the four origin-destination pairs used for the measure; therefore, none of 
the pedestrian overpass options meet the overall purpose of the project. Walk times for alternatives 
with the pedestrian overpass are longer than with the No-Action Alternative, primarily because of the 
out-of-direction travel created by the pedestrian overpass ramps on the east side of SR-224. The 
ramps must be long enough to maintain appropriate head clearance and ADA-compliant grades. As 
shown in the table, all overpass options also resulted in longer walk times than the underpass 
options. Compared to alternatives with an underpass, alternatives with a pedestrian overpass add 
500 to 900 feet of additional walking distance. 

Summary. None of the pedestrian overpass options met the purpose of the project because they all 
failed the Level 3 screening criteria of improving walk times compared to the 2050 No-Action 
Alternative. In addition, all pedestrian overpass options resulted in longer walk times compared to 
the pedestrian underpass at Ute Boulevard that was included with Alternatives A and C. Therefore, 
the pedestrian overpass options were eliminated from further evaluation. 

UDOT understands that Summit County is currently considering land use changes and development 
options in the Kimball Junction area. If an alternative with the pedestrian underpass is selected as 
the preferred alternative at the end of the EIS process, this would not preclude Summit County from 
developing a pedestrian overpass that connects the development on each side of SR-224. 
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Table 5-2. Level 3 Active Transportation Screening for Pedestrian Overpass Options  

Alternative or Conditions 
Does the level of traffic stress improve  

in the vicinity of SR-224? (yes/no) a 
Do the walk times improve 
for key origin-destination 

pairs? (yes/no) b 
Existing Conditions (2022) SR-224 trail – LTS1 

SR-224 intersections – LTS3 
53:30 

2050 No-Action Alternative SR-224 trail – LTS1 
SR-224 intersections – LTS3 

54:00 

Alternative A (underpass) Yes: SR-224 pedestrian tunnel improves 
Ute Boulevard crossing to LTS1 

52:30 
Yes (–1:30) 

Alternative B  No (Same as No-Action): SR-224 trail – LTS1 
SR-224 intersections – LTS3 

57:45 
No (+3:45) 

Alternative C (underpass)  Yes: SR-224 pedestrian tunnel improves 
Ute Boulevard crossing to LTS1 

53:45 
Yes (–0:15) 

Alternative A (with straight-ramp 
pedestrian overpass) 

Yes: SR-224 pedestrian overpass improves 
Ute Boulevard crossing to LTS1 

59:30 
No (+5:30) 

Alternative A (with oval-ramp pedestrian 
overpass) 

Yes: SR-224 pedestrian overpass improves 
Ute Boulevard crossing to LTS1 

59:00 
No (+5:00) 

Alternative A (with spiral-ramp pedestrian 
overpass) 

Yes: SR-224 pedestrian overpass improves 
Ute Boulevard crossing to LTS1 

61:45 
No (+7:45) 

Alternative C (with straight-ramp 
pedestrian overpass) 

Yes: SR-224 pedestrian overpass improves 
Ute Boulevard crossing to LTS1 

60:30 
No (+6:30) 

Alternative C (with oval-ramp pedestrian 
overpass) 

Yes: SR-224 pedestrian overpass improves 
Ute Boulevard crossing to LTS1 

60:00 
No (+6:00) 

Alternative C (with spiral-ramp pedestrian 
overpass) 

Yes: SR-224 pedestrian overpass improves 
Ute Boulevard crossing to LTS1 

62:15 
No (+8:15) 

Note: The alternatives in this table are the refined alternatives evaluated in the draft screening report. 
a Level of traffic stress (LTS) is a 1-to-4 rating for the amount of traffic stress imposed on bicyclists or pedestrians on a 

transportation facility. LTS 1 represents the least stress, and LTS 4 represents the most stress. Note that LTS was measured 
for the entire Kimball Junction area active transportation network. Most of the network stays the same under all scenarios; that 
is, there would be no change from existing conditions and the No-Action Alternative. This table reports only those network 
measures that are different from existing conditions and the No-Action Alternative. 

b An origin-destination (O-D) pair (also referred to as a travel time pair) is a selected beginning and ending point for a trip on the 
transportation network. 
• Walk times represent total time to walk between origin/destination pairs in both directions. 
• Walk times consider distance, grades, and signal delay for pedestrian crossings at signalized intersections. 
• Walk times assume of 3.7 feet/second (fps) walking speed for flat areas (between –5% and +5% grade). 
• Walk times assume 3.0 fps for incline grades (>5%) and 3.5 fps for decline grades (<–5%). 
• Signal delay was calculated from intersection simulation and is included in walk times. 

5.5 Additional Alternatives Suggested by the Public 
During the public comment period for the draft screening report, several commenters suggested 
additional alternatives or variations to the existing alternatives. UDOT considered each alternative as 
summarized in Table 5-3. 
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Table 5-3. Additional Alternatives Suggested by the Public during the Comment Period for the Draft Screening Report  

Alternative Description Assessment 

Road and Interchange Capacity 

Expand SR-248 to five lanes from 
US-40 to SR-224. 

SR-248 is outside the project study area, and expanding it would not meet the purpose of the Kimball Junction Project. However, capacity 
improvements to SR-248 are included in UDOT’s long-range transportation plan (2023–2050) and are part of the no-action scenario in the travel 
demand model used for the Kimball Junction EIS.  

Add an additional vehicle queuing area 
on the east side of SR-224 on Olympic 
Parkway between the Newpark 
Boulevard roundabout and Olympic 
Parkway.  

Traffic models show that the vehicle queuing capacity as proposed with Alternatives A and C would meet the purpose of the Kimball Junction Project. 
Adding additional vehicle queueing capacity farther to the east would limit commercial access to the north to the Wells Fargo building, and extending 
other elements toward the Newpark Boulevard roundabout would likely reduce the amount of commercial parking available.  

Build a bypass route directly between 
the ski resorts and I-80. 

The suggested bypass route extends beyond the scope of and study area for this EIS. Roadway capacity improvements on SR-224 south of Olympic 
Parkway have not been identified as a need in Summit County’s long-range transportation plan (2022–2050) or in UDOT’s long-range transportation 
plan (2023–2050). Additionally, constructing a new bypass would be more costly and would have substantially greater impacts to the natural and built 
environment than would the proposed alternatives.  

Construct a tunnel system. A tunnel in the study area would operate similarly to Alternative B, which failed Level 3 screening as described in Section 3.6.1, Level 3 Screening 
Results, of this final screening report. The suggested tunnel would not meet the purpose of the Kimball Junction Project.  

Construct an expressway tunnel from 
US-40 near Mayflower to Deer Valley. 

The suggested expressway tunnel is outside the scope of and study area for this EIS. Additionally, constructing a new expressway tunnel would be 
more costly than the proposed alternatives. The suggested expressway tunnel would not meet the purpose of the Kimball Junction Project.  

Construct grade-separated intersections 
(underpass or overpass) at Ute 
Boulevard and Olympic Parkway. 

Grade-separated intersections were evaluated during the Area Plan process and failed Level 1 screening. There is inadequate distance between Ute 
Boulevard and the eastbound I-80 ramps to safely merge vehicles entering SR-224 from Ute Boulevard with the SR-224 mainline traffic. Additionally, 
grade-separated intersections would have substantially greater property impacts (acquisitions and access restrictions) without providing substantially 
greater benefits than would the proposed alternatives.  

Construct a new interchange for I-80 on 
the east side of the Swaner Preserve 
and EcoCenter and construct a new 
road connecting the interchange to 
Park City. 

A new interchange on the east side of the Swaner Preserve and EcoCenter and a new road connection to Park City is outside the project study area 
and would not meet the purpose of the Kimball Junction Project. 

(Continued on next page) 
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Table 5-3. Additional Alternatives Suggested by the Public during the Comment Period for the Draft Screening Report  

Alternative Description Assessment 

Construct a flyover ramp for SR-224 
northbound to I-80 westbound traffic. 

As described in the draft screening report, traffic modeling was performed for a flyover ramp concept, and a preliminary profile was created to check 
clearance requirements (vertical and horizontal) and slopes. The flyover ramp was not technically feasible, and the traffic performance would not meet 
the purpose of the Kimball Junction Project.  

Construct a bypass behind the 
Powderwood and Crestview 
condominiums; move the split diamond 
interchange to the west and access the 
Dakota Pacific Real Estate property 
through the Outlets Park City property. 

As described in the draft screening report, during the previous Area Plan process, UDOT considered an alternative that would construct an SR-224 
bypass road through the southwest quadrant of the I-80/SR-224 interchange around the southwest edges of the Kimball Junction development. This 
bypass road would connect to I-80 with a new interchange about 1 mile west of the current SR-224 interchange. 
The travel demand modeling conducted as part of Level 2 screening showed that the bypass alternative would not relieve the existing or projected 
future traffic problems in the study area. Modeling showed that, even if a bypass were constructed, vehicles would still likely back onto the I-80 mainline, 
travel time through Kimball Junction would not improve sufficiently, and vehicle mobility through Kimball Junction would remain at LOS F and would 
therefore not meet the purpose of the Kimball Junction Project. 
In addition to the bypass road failing Level 2 screening from a traffic perspective, the alternative did not have public support. During the second public 
survey conducted during the Area Plan process to gauge community support and input regarding the alternatives being screened, the bypass 
alternative received the lowest overall rating among the four alternatives.  

Construct roundabouts with pedestrian 
underpasses. 

As described in the draft screening report, UDOT evaluated roundabouts rather than traffic signals for the east–west connections at Ute Boulevard and 
Olympic Parkway. Traffic modeling was performed on this concept. Specifically, based on the projected traffic in the area and guidance in National 
Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 672, Roundabouts: An Informational Guide, 2nd Edition, the roundabouts would require 
three or more circulating lanes. A roundabout with three or more circulating lanes has a large footprint and is complex for drivers to navigate. 
Additionally, such roundabouts are challenging for pedestrians to cross because drivers exiting the roundabout are less likely to yield. Finally, 
roundabouts with three or more lanes are not common, their functionality for traffic operations is unproven in the United States, and such a roundabout 
would not meet the expectations of local drivers or drivers visiting the area. 
The concept was eliminated because it would not meet the purpose of the Kimball Junction Project. 

Allow traffic to use the SR-224 
shoulders for travel during rush hours 
(for example, 2:30 PM to 6:30 PM 
northbound). 

Part-time shoulder-running lanes would not meet the purpose of the Kimball Junction Project because they would not address the capacity, mobility, 
safety, and operational needs of this project. 

Construct a cloverleaf interchange at 
SR-248 and US-40. 

The suggested interchange improvements at SR-248 and US-40 are outside the scope of and study area for the Kimball Junction EIS. Improvements to 
the SR-248 and US-40 interchange are included in UDOT’s long-range transportation plan (2023–2050) and are part of the no-action scenario in the 
travel demand model used for the EIS.  

(Continued on next page) 
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Table 5-3. Additional Alternatives Suggested by the Public during the Comment Period for the Draft Screening Report  

Alternative Description Assessment 

Reconfigure the US-40 east 
interchange to accommodate two lanes. 

The suggested interchange improvements extend beyond the scope of and study area for the Kimball Junction EIS. An additional lane from eastbound 
I-80 to southbound US-40 is included in UDOT’s long-range transportation plan (2023–2050) and is part of the no-action scenario in the travel demand 
model used for the EIS.  

Add bicycle lanes and/or create bicycle-
friendly roads. 

In response to comments, UDOT added bicycle lanes along SR-224 for both Alternatives A and C. The new bicycle lanes are shown in Attachment F, 
Improved Alternatives Moving Forward for Detailed Evaluation in the Draft EIS, of this final screening report. 

Transit 

Construct a park-and-ride lot in the 
Kimball Junction area.  

Standalone transit, travel demand management (TDM), or transportation system management (TSM) alternatives would not meet the purpose of the 
Kimball Junction Project because they would not address the capacity, mobility, safety, and operational needs of the project. The Kimball Junction 
Project would not prohibit additional transit, TDM, or TSM strategies from being implemented by local jurisdictions in the future. 

Construct dedicated bus and carpool 
lanes. 

The alternatives considered by UDOT would accommodate all current and proposed transit operations, including the planned SR-224 bus rapid transit 
(BRT) service, that are identified in local and regional transportation plans and would not prohibit additional transit, TDM, or TSM strategies from being 
implemented by local jurisdictions in the future. 

Operate express bus service to 
Canyons Village from Richardson Flat. 

The suggested express bus service is outside the project study area and would not meet the purpose of the Kimball Junction Project because it would 
not address the capacity, mobility, safety, and operational needs of the project. The alternatives considered by UDOT would accommodate all current 
and proposed transit operations, including the planned SR-224 BRT service identified in local and regional transportation plans. Additionally, the Kimball 
Junction Project would not prohibit additional transit, TDM, or TSM strategies from being implemented by local jurisdictions in the future. 

Construct a TRAX line in the median on 
SR-224 and build a transit hub near 
Tech Center Drive.  

The alternatives considered by UDOT would accommodate all current and proposed transit operations, including the planned SR-224 BRT service, that 
are identified in local and regional transportation plans. Additionally, the Kimball Junction Project would not prohibit additional transit, TDM, or TSM 
strategies from being implemented by local jurisdictions in the future. 

Travel Demand Management 

Construct an HOV lane. A standalone transit, TDM, or TSM alternative would not meet the purpose of the Kimball Junction Project because it would not address the capacity, 
mobility, safety, and operational needs of the project. 
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6.0 Alternatives Moving Forward for Detailed 
Evaluation in the EIS 

The Alternatives A and C described in the draft screening report as moving forward for detailed 
evaluation in the Draft EIS both meet the purpose of the project and would achieve similar benefits 
for vehicle and active transportation with similar levels of impacts, as shown in the screening 
summary table (Table 3-10, Alternatives Screening Summary, above). Since the draft screening 
report was released, UDOT has further improved Alternative A to include elements of Alternative C 
on SR-224 and add buffered bicycle lanes on SR-224, as shown in Alternative A, in Attachment F, 
Improved Alternatives Moving Forward for Detailed Evaluation in the Draft EIS. UDOT has also 
further improved Alternative C to add buffered bicycle lanes on SR-224, as shown in Alternative C, in 
Attachment F. Both of these alternatives as described in this final screening report will be advanced 
for detailed evaluation in the Draft EIS. 
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Refinements to Alternative A

Refined Concept

North-South trail 
between Ute and 
Olympic shifted 

away from SR-224 
and ped ramps 

lengthened based on 
aerial survey data

Area Plan Concept

SR
-2

24
Ute Blvd



Refinements to Alternative A

New eastbound lane 
from SR-224 to Olympic 

roundabout extended

Area Plan Concept

Refined Concept

SR
-2

24

Olympic Pkwy



Refinements to Alternative A

Area Plan Concept
Refined Concept

Trail 
connection 
added to 
southeast 
corner at 
Olympic

Olympic Pkwy

SR
-2

24



Refinements to Alternative A

Roundabout at 
Ute/Landmark 
replaced with 
signalized 
intersection to 
accommodate
increased traffic 
from half
interchange

Area Plan Concept Refined Concept

La
nd

m
ar

k 
D

r

Ute Blvd



Refinements to Alternative A

Minor turn lane 
reconfigurations 
at SPUI to add 
free rights at 

ramps

Area Plan Concept Refined Concept

I-80



Refinements to Alternative A

Frontage road 
realignment length 
reduced and turn 
lanes added on 
frontage roads 

around new 
western 

interchange

Area Plan Concept
Refined Concept

Rasm
ussen Rd



Refinements to Alternative A

Northern ramp 
tie-in length 
reduced to 

provide 
additional space 

between rest 
area and 
off-ramp

Area Plan Concept Refined Concept

2200 W



Refinements to Alternative A

BRT lane 
included at 

Olympic

Area Plan Concept Refined Concept

Olympic Pkwy

SR
-224



Refinements to Alternative B

Updated exit lane 
configuration for 

northbound exit onto 
frontage road due to 
projected 2050 traffic

growth

Relocated and refined 
pedestrian box south of 

Olympic and trail 
connections updated 

based on aerial
survey data

Refined ConceptArea Plan Concept

Olympic Pkwy

SR
-224



Refinements to Alternative B

Turning and 
through lane 

configurations 
updated at
Ute causing 

larger footprint 
to 

accommodate
projected 2050 
traffic growth

Area Plan Concept Refined Concept

Ute Blvd

SR
-2

24



Refinements to Alternative B
Turning and through lane 
configurations updated at 
Olympic causing larger 

footprint to accommodate
projected 2050 traffic 

growth

Area Plan Concept Refined Concept

Olympic Pkwy

SR
-2

24



Refinements to Alternative B

New lane added to 
southern approach

at Ute and Landmark 
roundabout

Area Plan Concept Refined Concept

Ute Blvd

Landm
ark D

r



Refinements to Alternative B

Modified 
right-turn lane 
reconfiguration

Refined ConceptArea Plan Concept

I-80

Added 
additional 

right-turn lane 
to I-80 due to 

projected
2050 traffic 

growth



Refinements to Alternative B

Added additional lane to
on-ramp to 

accommodate
projected traffic growth

Area Plan Concept

Refined Concept

I-80

Ute Blvd



Refinements to Alternative B

Incorporated BRT lanes 
at the intersection of 
SR-224 and Olympic

Refined ConceptArea Plan Concept

Olympic Pkwy

SR
-2

24



Refinements to Alternative C
North-South trail between 
Ute and Olympic shifted 

away from SR-224 and ramp 
lengthened based on

aerial survey data

Area Plan Concept Refined Concept

Ute Blvd

SR
-2

24



Refinements to Alternative C

New eastbound lane 
from SR-224 to Olympic

roundabout extended

Refined Concept

Area Plan Concept

Newpark Blvd

SR
-2

24



Refinements to Alternative C

Right turn only 
added at Ute 

and Olympic to 
improve traffic 

delay

East-west crosswalks 
removed at Ute and 
Olympic to increase 

underpass and signal 
efficiency

Area Plan Concept Refined Concept

Ute Blvd

SR
-2

24



Refinements to Alternative C

Trail connection 
added to southeast 
corner at Olympic

Refined ConceptArea Plan Concept

SR
-2

24

Olympic Pkwy



Refinements to Alternative C

New lane added to southern 
approach at Ute and Landmark 
roundabout to accommodate 
projected 2050 traffic growth

Area Plan Concept Refined Concept

Ute Blvd

Landm
ark D

r



Refinements to Alternative C

Minor turn lane reconfigurations at SPUI 
to add free rights at ramps

Triple left to westbound 
I-80 removed

Refined ConceptArea Plan Concept

I-80



Refinements to Alternative C

Added additional 
lane to on-ramp 
to accommodate 
projected traffic 

growth

Area Plan Concept

Refined Concept

I-80



Refinements to Alternative C

Incorporated BRT lanes at intersection of 
SR-224 and Olympic

Refined ConceptArea Plan Concept

Olympic Pkwy

SR
-2

24
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C12  Sunday, Apr. 30, 2023       THE SALT LAKE TRIBUNE

Legal Notices

NOTICE OF TRUSTEE’S SALE

The following described real property will be sold at public auction to the 
highest bidder, purchase price payable in lawful money of the United States 
of America at the time of sale, in the rotunda at the east, main entrance 
of the Third Judicial District Courthouse, 450 South State, Salt Lake City, 
Utah, on Monday, June 5, 2023, at the hour of 12:00 p.m. of that day for the 
purpose of foreclosing a deed of trust originally executed by Tetevi Lawson-
Avla, in favor of Godwill Ekoa Tandoh, covering real property located at ap-
proximately 2861 Merton Way, Magna, Salt Lake County, Utah, and more 
particularly described as:

LOT 14, MERTON PARK SUBDIVISION, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL 
PLAT THEREOF ON FILE AND OF RECORD IN THE SALT LAKE COUNTY 
RECORDER’S OFFICE. 14-29-106-005

The current beneficiary of the trust deed is Godwill Ekoa Tandoh, and the 
record owner of the property as of the recording of the notice of default 
is Tetevi Lawson-Avla.  The trustee’s sale of the aforedescribed real prop-
erty will be made without warranty as to title, possession, or encumbranc-
es.  Bidders must be prepared to tender a cashier’s check in the amount of 
$20,000.00 at the sale. The balance of the purchase price must be paid by ca-
shier’s check or wire transfer received by 12:00 noon the following business 
day.  The trustee reserves the right to void the effect of the trustee’s sale 
after the sale based upon information unknown to the trustee at the time of 
the sale, such as a bankruptcy filing, a loan reinstatement, or an agreement 
between the trustor and beneficiary to postpone or cancel the sale.  If so 
voided, the only recourse of the highest bidder is to receive a full refund of 
the money paid to the trustee.  THIS IS AN ATTEMPT TO COLLECT A DEBT. 
ANY INFORMATION OBTAINED WILL BE USED FOR THAT PURPOSE.

DATED this 26th day of April, 2023

Scalley Reading Bates Hansen & Rasmussen, P.C., successor trustee
By: Marlon L. Bates

Its: Supervising Partner
15 West South Temple, Ste. 600

Salt Lake City, Utah 84101
Telephone: (801) 531-7870

Business Hours:  9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Trustee No. 89082-01F

SLT0022560

SUMMONS

SUMMONS BY PUBLICATION IN THE SALT LAKE CITY DEPT. OF THE 
THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT, SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH. 
CASE NO. 230902746, ROYAL BREEZE LLC, et al., PLAINTIFFS V. ATS 
WAREHOUSE LLC, et al., DEFENDANTS. THE STATE OF UTAH TO ALL 
DEFENDANTS WHO ARE UNKNOWN PERSONS WHO HAVE OR CLAIM 
ANY RIGHT, TITLE, ESTATE, LIEN, OR INTEREST IN THE REAL PROPERTY 
DESCRIBED AS 590 W 6825 S, MIDVALE, UT 84047, SALT LAKE COUNTY, 
UTAH, TAX IDS 21-24-351-024-0000, 21-24-351-043-0000: A lawsuit has 
been started against you. You must respond in writing for the court to con-
sider your side. You can find an Answer form on the court’s website: ut-
courts.gov/ans. You must file your Answer with the court at: 450 S State St., 
Salt Lake City, UT 84114. You must also email, mail or hand deliver a copy of 
your Answer to the other party or their attorney: Chad C. Rasmussen at 2230 
N University Pkwy., Ste. 7E, Provo, UT 84604. Your response must be filed 
with the court and served on the other party within 30 days of the last day of 
this publication. If you do not file and serve an Answer by the deadline, the 
other party can ask the court for a default judgment and default judgment 
may be entered against you. A default judgment means the other party wins, 
and you do not get the chance to tell your side of the story. Read the com-
plaint or petition, which is on file with the court, carefully. It explains what 
the other party is asking for in their lawsuit. This lawsuit is an attempt to judi-
cially foreclose a lien on the real property described in the complaint. Se ha 
iniciado una demanda en su contra. Usted debe responder por escrito para 
que el tribunal considere su versión. Puede encontrar el formulario de Re-
spuesta en el sitio de la red del tribunal:  utcourts.gov/ans-span. Usted debe 
presentar su Respuesta en este tribunal: 450 S State St., Salt Lake City, UT 
84114. También debe enviar por correo electrónico, correo postal o entregar 
personalmente una copia de su Respuesta  a la otra parte o a su abogado: 
Chad C. Rasmussen, 2230 N University Pkwy., Ste. 7E, Provo, UT 84604.
Usted debe presentar su Respuesta en el tribunal y entregarla formalmente 
a la otra parte dentro de 30 días después del último día de esta publicación. 
Si no presenta y entrega formalmente una respuesta antes de la fecha límite, 
la otra parte puede solicitar al juez que dicte un fallo por incumplimiento. Un 
fallo por incumplimiento significa que la otra parte gana, y usted no tiene  la 
oportunidad de exponer su versión de los hechos. Lea cuidadosamente la 
demanda o la petición, que está archivada en el tribunal. En esa se explica lo 
que la otra parte está pidiendo en su demanda. Esta demanda es un intento 
de ejecutar judicialmente un gravamen sobre los bienes inmuebles descritos 
en la demanda. /s/ Chad C. Rasmussen
SLT0022544

LEGAL NOTICE OPPORTUNITY TO PROVIDE COMMENTS 

The Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) is issuing this notice to 
announce a public comment period for the Alternatives Development and 
Screening Methodology Report, which identifies criteria and measures for 
evaluation and guides which alternative(s) is carried forward for detailed 
evaluation in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

This report is part of an EIS which is being prepared to evaluate potential 
transportation solutions to improve mobility along Interstate 80 (I-80) and 
State Route 224 (SR-224) through the Kimball Junction area of Summit 
County.

UDOT is seeking public input on the criteria, measures and data used to 
screen alternatives in the EIS. The purpose of alternative screening is to 
identify alternatives that meet the project purpose and need, and deter-
mine whether an alternative is reasonable under NEPA, practicable under 
the Clean Water Act, and prudent and feasible under Section 4(f) of the 
Department of Transportation Act of 1966.

Formal comments on the Alternatives Development and Screening Meth-
odology Report will be accepted for 30 days from April 28 to May 28, 2023.

Written comments or questions should be directed to Kimball Junction 
EIS, c/o HDR, 2825 E Cottonwood Parkway #200, Cottonwood Heights, UT 
84121, or can be emailed to kimballjunctioneis@utah.gov. Comments can 
also be submitted by leaving a voicemail or sending a text message to 435-
255-3186. Comments may also be submitted on the project website. For 
more information, please visit the project website at
https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov.

Individuals without internet access or needing accommodations including 
but not limited to translation, captioning, reviewing materials or submitting 
comments should notify the project team at 435-255-3186 or kimballjunctio-
neis@utah.gov by May 10, 2023. The report will be available on the project 
website on April 28, 2023.

The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by ap-
plicable federal environmental laws for this project are being or have been 
carried out by UDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Un-
derstanding dated May 26, 2022, and executed by the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration and UDOT.
SLT0022495

REQUEST FOR STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION – Architectural Design Professional 
Services for the Park City Community Center Project - Notice of Request for 
Statement of Qualifications (RSOQ).  Park City is accepting statements of 
qualifications in response to the RSOQ for the Community Center Project 
until 4:00 p.m. Monday, May 8, 2023. A full copy of the RSOQ may be ac-
cessed through the Utah Public Procurement Place (U3P) website. Park City 
Municipal Corporation (“PCMC”) is seeking qualified architectural firms or 
teams for architecture, engineering, construction administration services, 
and cost estimates for the Park City Community Center (“PC Community 
Center”) project.  The PC Community Center project includes a Net-zero 
facility designed for recreation needs, summer day camp, daycare center, 
kitchen/break room, public restrooms, parking, a pickup and drop-off lane, 
and flexible multi-purpose space.  The existing playground, basketball court, 
and volleyball courts are expected to be replaced.  The work outlined in the 
RFP includes planning, entitlements, architectural and engineering design, 
schematic design, design development, Net-zero design and commission-
ing, construction documents, and construction administration.  All questions 
shall be submitted in writing to U3P by 2:00 p.m. on Tuesday, May 2, 2023. 
SOQs must be submitted electronically through the Utah Public Procure-
ment Place (“U3P”) website by 4:00 p.m. on Monday, May 8, 2023.  Park City 
Municipal Corporation reserves the right to reject any and/or all proposals 
received for any reason. Furthermore, the City shall have the right to waive 
any informality or technicality in proposals received when in the City’s best 
interest.
SLT0022459

NOTICE TO BIDDERS

Sealed bids shall be received (1) electronically uploaded via SciQuest, (2) by 
U.S. mail addressed to the office of the City Engineer, located at 349 South office of the City Engineer, located at 349 South 
200 East, Suite 600200 East, Suite 600, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111, or (3) by in-person hand de-
livery of a hard copy at the office of the City Engineer, located at 349 South office of the City Engineer, located at 349 South 
200 East, Suite 600200 East, Suite 600, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 until 2:00 p.m. local prevailing 
time, on Wednesday, May 10, 2023 for the following:  
CAPITAL HILL TRAFFIC CALMING, RDW22043.  Emailed bids or bids de-CAPITAL HILL TRAFFIC CALMING, RDW22043.  Emailed bids or bids de-
livered to any other location will not be accepted.livered to any other location will not be accepted. When submitting a bid 
electronically, bidders must allow sufficient time before the deadline to com-
plete the forms and upload documents. The bid event will end at the closing 
time posted on SciQuest. If a bidder is in the middle of uploading a bid when 
the closing time arrives, SciQuest will stop the process and the bid or bid 
modification will not be accepted

Bids will be publicly opened online via Webex at or about 2:15 p.m., local 
prevailing time on May 10, 2023May 10, 2023.

INSTRUCTIONS TO BIDDERS:  Contract Documents may be obtained for 
free online via SciQuest (The Utah Supplier Portal)

The plans and specifications can be reviewed and downloaded at the follow-
ing web site:  https://bids.sciquest.com/apps/Router/PublicEvent?Custome
rOrg=StateOfUtah  

To ensure notification of addenda is received, BIDDERS please register with 
Utah Public Procurement Place (SciQuest).

The construction contract will be awarded in compliance with the City’s 
value-based procurement program which takes into account certain factors 
in the Bidder’s work environment. For more information about this program 
please read SLC Administrative Rules, Procurement Roles Chapter 19 (See 
document 00 22 18, Article 1.2 paragraph “A” for a link).

ATTENTION TO CONTRACTORS:  On Tuesday, May 2, 2023 at 10:00 A.M.Tuesday, May 2, 2023 at 10:00 A.M. a 
pre-bid conference will be held online via Webex. Specific meeting instruc-
tions will be found on SciQuest prior to the meeting.  Attendance is highly 
encouraged. All contractors intending to submit a bid are invited to attend 
to obtain relevant information concerning the project. Bidders are advised 
that information affecting drawings, specifications, conditions, Scope of 
Work, etc. may be discussed. OWNER assumes no obligation to disclose 
information discussed at the pre-bid conference to Bidders who do not at-
tend. Absent Bidders assume all risk of failure to attend.

The work to be performed consists of furnishing and installing the equip-
ment, facilities, services, and appurtenances indicated in the Contract Docu-
ments.  The Work generally includes, but is not limited to asphalt pavement 
and milling asphalt.

The City reserves the right to reject any or all bids or to waive any informal-
ity or technicality in any Bid if deemed to be in the best interest of the City.

In compliance with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), the following in-
formation is provided:  FAX number 801.535-6093, TDD Number 801.535-
6219, contact person: Dan Hanover, 385-315-0795, City Engineer’s Office.  If 
assistance is required, please contact the above office 72 hours before the 
bid opening.
SLT0022457

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
INVITATION TO BID

SLURRY SEALS TYPE II, SEALCOAT BIKE PATHS, ROTOMILLING, 
PAVEMENT OVERLAYS,

UTILITY ADJUSTMENTS, AND CRACK SEALS
2023

PROPOSALS DUE AND PROPOSALS OPENING:PROPOSALS DUE AND PROPOSALS OPENING: Bids must be submitted 
electronically through Utah Public Procurement Place (U3P) by 10:00 a.m. 
MST, on Tuesday, May 9, 2023. No proposals will be accepted through the 
system after 10:00 a.m. MST. Bids will then be publicly opened at 10:05 a.m. 
on Tuesday, May 9, 2023, at the Public Works East Building, 1053 Iron Horse 
Drive, Park City, UT 84060.

PROJECT NAME: 2023 PAVEMENT MANAGEMENTPROJECT NAME: 2023 PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT
SLURRY SEAL, SEALCOAT BIKE PATHS, ROTOMILLING, PAVEMENT OVER-
LAYS, UTILITY ADJUSTMENTS, AND CRACK SEALS

PLANS AVAILABLE FOR CONTRACTORS:PLANS AVAILABLE FOR CONTRACTORS: On the Utah Public Procurement 
Place website by 12:00 p.m. MST, Wednesday, April 19, 2023.
Event Number: PCMC202322105

PRE-BID MEETING:PRE-BID MEETING: At 11:00 a.m. MST, Wednesday, May 3, 202311:00 a.m. MST, Wednesday, May 3, 2023, at the 
Public Works East office, 1053 Iron Horse Drive, Park City, UT 84060.  It is 
highly recommended for all Bidders to attend; however, it is MANDATORYMANDATORY 
for Contractors who have not provided services to Park City Municipal Cor-
poration within the last three (3) years to attend.

PROJECT LOCATION:PROJECT LOCATION: Park City, Utah

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Project includes four (4) bid schedules. The bid-
der may bid on one (1) or more of these schedules. Each schedule is to be 
bid as a complete project within the specifications attached herein. Project 
completion deadline for each bid schedule will vary as listed in Section 7 of 
the Construction Agreement.

Advertised April 19 – May 9, 2023 in the following locations:
1. Available on the Park City website at parkcity.org.
2. Available on the Utah Public Procurement Place website at https://bids.
sciquest.com/apps/Router/PublicEvent?CustomerOrg=StateOfUtah.
3. Available on the State Official Public Notices website at https://www.utah.
gov/pmn/.
4. Posted at Park City Municipal Corporation City Hall, 445 Marsac Ave, Park 
City, UT 84060
5. Posted at Summit County Library, 1885 W Ute Blvd, Park City, UT 84098
6. Posted at Park City Public Works East and West Buildings, 1053 Iron Horse 
Drive, Park City, UT 84060
7. Posted at Kamas Food Town, 145 W 200 S, Kamas, UT 84036
8. Posted at Summit County Courthouse, 60 N. Main Street, Coalville, UT 
84017

Advertised in the Park Record on April 22, April 29, and May 6, 2023
Advertised in the Salt Lake Tribune on April 23, April 30, and May 7, 2023

Schedule     Description
A     Slurry Seal Type II approximately 112,572 sq. yd.A     Slurry Seal Type II approximately 112,572 sq. yd.
B     Sealcoat Bike Paths approximately 9,880 sq. yd.B     Sealcoat Bike Paths approximately 9,880 sq. yd.
C     C     Pavement OverlaysPavement Overlays  
       Street Overlays approximately 8,507 tons       Street Overlays approximately 8,507 tons
       Bike Path Overlays approximately 238 tons       Bike Path Overlays approximately 238 tons
       Street Rotomilling approximately 582,624 sq. ft.        Street Rotomilling approximately 582,624 sq. ft. 
              Utility AdjustmentsUtility Adjustments
       Manholes 82 ea.       Manholes 82 ea.
       Water valves/survey markers 31 ea.         Water valves/survey markers 31 ea.  
D    Crack Seal 18 tonsD    Crack Seal 18 tons

OWNER’S OPINION OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COST: 2023 - 2023 - 
$1,507,709.25$1,507,709.25
(Includes slurry seal, sealcoat bike paths, pavement overlays, rotomilling, 
utility adjustments, crack seals)

OWNER:OWNER: Park City Municipal Corporation
Project Manager/Contact:
Troy Dayley
Public Works Director
P.O. Box 1480
1053 Iron Horse Drive Park City, UT 84060

QUESTIONS:QUESTIONS: All questions regarding this RFP must be submitted in writing 
on the Utah Public Procurement Place (U3P) website by 10:00 a.m. MST, Fri-
day, May 5, 2023. Please read the Questions Section available through U3P 
before submitting a question because your question may have already been 
addressed. Please do not submit the same question multiple times.

A bid bond in the amount of five percent (5%) of the total bid is required at 
the time of bidding. Payment and Performance bonds in the amount of one 
hundred percent (100%) of the total bid will be required. Bid security must 
be delivered in a sealed envelope in person to Park City Public Works, Attn: 
Troy Dayley, Public Works East Building, 1053 Iron Horse Drive, Park City, 
Utah 84060 prior to 10:00 a.m. on Tuesday, May 9, 2023. A photocopy or fac-
simile transmission of bid security will not be accepted. Park City Municipal 
Corporation reserves the right to reject any and all proposals for any reason. 
Bids will remain valid for ninety (90) days after bid opening but cannot be 
withdrawn for forty five (45) days. All submittals shall be public records in ac-
cordance with government records regulations (“GRAMA”) unless otherwise 
designated by the applicant pursuant to UCA § 63G-2-309, as amended. 
Award of contract is subject to approval by City Council, which is anticipated 
to be prior to June 2, 2023. Proposals lacking required information will not 
be considered. Park City Municipal Corporation reserves the right to change 
any dates or deadlines related to the bid submittal process. Successful bid-
der will be required to enter into Park City’s standard Construction Agree-
ment in a form approved by the City Attorney, a copy of which is attached 
hereto as Exhibit “A” and incorporated herein.

In the event of difficulty submitting electronically, proposals can be dropped In the event of difficulty submitting electronically, proposals can be dropped 
off to the City Recorder, located at 445 Marsac Avenue, Third Floor – Ex-off to the City Recorder, located at 445 Marsac Avenue, Third Floor – Ex-
ecutive Department, Park City, UT 84060. Proposals submitted through the ecutive Department, Park City, UT 84060. Proposals submitted through the 
City Recorder should be received on a zip drive. No paper copies should be City Recorder should be received on a zip drive. No paper copies should be 
submitted.submitted.
SLT0022445

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
NOTICE: REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 

Park City Transit Operations Facility BEB Chargers
 

PROPOSALS DUE:PROPOSALS DUE: Proposals must be submitted electronically through 
Utah Public Procurement Place (U3P) by 4:00 p.m. on Friday, May 12, 2023.   
The proposals will be opened after the submission deadline. Bid security 
must be delivered in a sealed envelope in person to Park City Transit, Attn: 
Dave Gustafson, Public Works West Building, 1053 Iron Horse Drive, Park 
City, Utah 84060 prior to 4:00 p.m. on Friday, May 12, 2023. A photocopy 
or facsimile transmission of bid security will not be accepted.  

PROJECT NAME:PROJECT NAME: Park City Transit Operations Facility BEB Chargers

RFP AVAILABLE:RFP AVAILABLE: The RFP will be available by 12:00 p.m. MST, Friday, April 12:00 p.m. MST, Friday, April 
21, 202321, 2023 on the Utah Public Procurement Place (“U3P”) website. Any modifi-
cations to the RFP or responses to questions submitted will be added as an 
addendum to the RFP posted on U3P.  It is the responsibility of Respondents 
to regularly check for addenda. Event Number: PCMC202322471

PRE-SUBMISSION MEETING:PRE-SUBMISSION MEETING: At 11:00 a.m. MST, on Monday, May 1, 202311:00 a.m. MST, on Monday, May 1, 2023, 
at the Public Works West Office, 1053 Iron Horse Drive, Park City, UT 84060.  
It is MANDATORY for all Contractors to attend.It is MANDATORY for all Contractors to attend.

PROJECT LOCATION:PROJECT LOCATION: 1053 Iron Horse Drive, Park City, Utah 84060

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Installation of Two (2) 150 kW ABB Bus Chargers, 
Six (6) ABB Power Dispensers (3 Per Charger Unit), and One (1) Precast Con-
crete Vault.

OWNER:OWNER: Park City Municipal Corporation
P.O. Box 1480
Park City, UT 84060

CONTACT:CONTACT: Dave Gustafson, Project Manager
   PCMC Economic Development, Sustainability
  dgustafson@parkcity.org  

QUESTIONS:QUESTIONS: All questions regarding this RFP must be submitted in writing 
on the Utah Public Procurement Place (U3P) website by 12:00 p.m. MST, Fri-12:00 p.m. MST, Fri-
day, May 5, 2023day, May 5, 2023. Please read the Questions Section available through U3P 
before submitting a question because your question may have already been 
addressed. Please do not submit the same question multiple times.

Advertised in the Park Record on April 22, April 29, and May 6.
Advertised in the Salt Lake Tribune on April 23, April 30, and May 7.
Available on the Park City website at https://www.parkcity.org
Available on the Utah Public Procurement Place website at https://bids.sci-
quest.com/apps/Router/PublicEvent?CustomerOrg=StateOfUtah.
Available on the State Official Public Notices website at https://www.utah.
gov/pmn/
Posted at Park City Public Works Buildings, 1053 Iron Horse Drive, Park City, 
Utah 84060 on April 21 - May 12.

Successful offerors will be required to enter into Park City’s Construction 
Agreement in a form approved by the City Attorney, a copy of which is at-
tached hereto as Exhibit “A”Exhibit “A” and incorporated herein.

In the event of difficulty submitting electronically, proposals can be dropped In the event of difficulty submitting electronically, proposals can be dropped 
off to the City Recorder, located at 445 Marsac Avenue, Third Floor – Ex-off to the City Recorder, located at 445 Marsac Avenue, Third Floor – Ex-
ecutive Department, Park City, UT 84060. Proposals submitted through the ecutive Department, Park City, UT 84060. Proposals submitted through the 
City Recorder should be received on a zip drive. No paper copies should be City Recorder should be received on a zip drive. No paper copies should be 
submitted.submitted.
SLT0022444

NOTICE TO BIDDERS

Sealed bids shall be received (1) electronically uploaded via SciQuest, (2) by 
U.S. mail addressed to the office of the City Engineer, located at 349 South office of the City Engineer, located at 349 South 
200 East, Suite 600200 East, Suite 600, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111, or (3) by in-person hand de-
livery of a hard copy at the office of the City Engineer, located at 349 South office of the City Engineer, located at 349 South 
200 East, Suite 600200 East, Suite 600, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 until 2:00 p.m. local prevailing 
time, on Wednesday, May 17, 2023May 17, 2023 for the following:  
9LINE COMMUNITY ORCHARD, Job No. 83240081.  Emailed bids or bids 9LINE COMMUNITY ORCHARD, Job No. 83240081.  Emailed bids or bids 
delivered to any other location will not be accepted.delivered to any other location will not be accepted. When submitting a 
bid electronically, bidders must allow sufficient time before the deadline to 
complete the forms and upload documents. The bid event will end at the 
closing time posted on SciQuest. If a bidder is in the middle of uploading a 
bid when the closing time arrives, SciQuest will stop the process and the bid 
or bid modification will not be accepted.

Bids will be publicly opened online via Webex at or about 2:15 p.m., local 
prevailing time on May 17, 2023.

INSTRUCTIONS TO BIDDERS:  Contract Documents may be obtained for 
free online via SciQuest (The Utah Supplier Portal)

The plans and specifications can be reviewed and downloaded at the follow-
ing web site:  https://bids.sciquest.com/apps/Router/PublicEvent?Custome
rOrg=StateOfUtah  

To ensure notification of addenda is received, BIDDERS please register with 
Utah Public Procurement Place (SciQuest).

The construction contract will be awarded in compliance with the City’s 
value-based procurement program which takes into account certain factors 
in the Bidder’s work environment. For more information about this program 
please read SLC Administrative Rules, Procurement Roles Chapter 19 (See 
document 00 22 18, Article 1.2 paragraph “A” for a link).

ATTENTION TO CONTRACTORS:  On Tuesday, May 2, 2023Tuesday, May 2, 2023 at 9:00 a.m. a 
pre-bid conference will be held online via Webex. Specific meeting instruc-
tions will be found on SciQuest prior to the meeting.  Attendance is highly 
encouraged. All contractors intending to submit a bid are invited to attend 
to obtain relevant information concerning the project. Bidders are advised 
that information affecting drawings, specifications, conditions, Scope of 
Work, etc. may be discussed. OWNER assumes no obligation to disclose 
information discussed at the pre-bid conference to Bidders who do not at-
tend. Absent Bidders assume all risk of failure to attend.

The work to be performed consists of furnishing and installing the equip-
ment, facilities, services, and appurtenances indicated in the Contract Docu-
ments.  The Work generally includes, but is not limited to irrigation, lighting, 
concrete replacement, rock work and planting.

The City reserves the right to reject any or all bids or to waive any informal-
ity or technicality in any Bid if deemed to be in the best interest of the City.

In compliance with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), the following in-
formation is provided:  FAX number 801.535-6093, TDD Number 801.535-
6219, contact person: Dan Hanover, 385-315-0795, City Engineer’s Office.  If 
assistance is required, please contact the above office 72 hours before the 
bid opening.
SLT0022430

City of Taylorsville
Notice of 2023 Municipal Election

The City of Taylorsville will hold a municipal general election on November 7, 
2023 to elect three council members (one each from Districts 1, 2 and 3) who 
will serve four-year terms. If necessary, a municipal primary election will also 
be held on August 15, 2023.

The filing period will run from Thursday, June 1, 2023 through Wednesday, 
June 7, 2023 (excluding Saturday and Sunday) between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 
p.m. Candidates must file a Declaration of Candidacy form in person with the 
Taylorsville City Recorder at Taylorsville City Hall, 2600 West Taylorsville Blvd 
during the filing period. Declaration of Candidacy forms will be available in 
the City Recorder’s office and on the City website at www.taylorsvilleut.gov. 
If a candidate will be outside Utah for the entire filing period, he/she may still 
run by following the provision outlined in Utah Code §20A-9-203.

Candidates must be U.S. citizens of at least 18 years of age, be registered 
voters, reside in Taylorsville for at least twelve (12) consecutive months im-
mediately prior to the date of the election and must be a resident of the 
applicable council district. Candidates must also be mentally competent and 
must not have been convicted of a felony unless his/her right to run has been 
restored under Utah Code §20A-2-101.3 or 20A-2-101.5. Finally, candidates 
must pay the $100 filing fee oror pay a $50 filing fee plus submit a nomination 
petition signed by at least 25 Taylorsville residents over the age of 18.
SLT0022582

SUMMONS

SUMMONS IN THE SECOND DISTRICT JUVENILE COURT, DAVIS COUN-
TY, STATE OF UTAH In the Interest of D.G.A dob 09/09/2013, CASE NO. 
1220863 Presiding Judge: Robert Neill NOTICE OF PRETRIAL AND TRIAL 
ON THE VERIFIED PETITION FOR TERMINATION OF PARENTAL RIGHTS 
STATE OF UTAH TO: Gino Arellano. You are hereby Summoned to appear 
before the Honorable Robert Neill, Judge of the Juvenile Court, located 
at 800 W. State St. Farmington, UT 84023, for a Pretrial/Trial/adjudication 
hearing on June 6, 2023, beginning at the hour of 11:00 a.m. regarding the 
above-named child. A copy of said petition can be obtained by you at the 
Court listed above. The Verified Petition is brought pursuant to Utah Code 
Ann. 78A-6-105 and 78A-6-507. Failure to appear may result in a judgment 
against you, which may include termination of your parental rights. DATED 
this 18th day of April 2023. /s/: Brittany R. Brown Attorney for the Petitioner.
SLT0022480

Becki 323
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Legal Notices

NOTICE

An emergency hazardous waste permit (#UT-011-2023) has been issued to 
Hill Air Force Base in Davis County, Utah.  The permit authorizes Hill Air 
Force Base to allow qualified Air Force Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) 
personnel or other qualified unexploded ordnance technicians to treat in-situ 
unexploded ordnance and other ordnance and explosives as discovered at 
MMRP sites undergoing active clearance.  Currently active sites requested 
under this permit are identified as follows: AL501b, TG506, OD508, TG509, 
TG511, XU512 and OD513.  This explosive material will be judged unstable 
by EOD and will need to be immediately treated in place to prevent un-
reasonable endangerment of humans and the environment.  This material 
may be encountered in the course of MMRP site clearance activities and 
remediation operations.  The items will be treated according to the Depart-
ment of Defense Explosives Safety Board Ammunition and Explosives Safety 
Standards (DoD 6055.9-STD).

This permit is effective May 11, 2023, and expires August 8, 2023.  For fur-
ther information, or to request a copy of the permit, please contact Gabrielle 
Marinick of the Division of Waste Management and Radiation Control at 385-
499-0172.  In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individu-
als with special needs (including auxiliary communicative aids and services) 
should contact Larene Wyss, Office of Human Resources at (801) 503-5618, 
Telecommunications Relay Service 711, or by email at lwyss@utah.gov.
SLT0022765

NOTICE OF TRUSTEE’S SALE

The following described property will be sold at public auction to the highest 
bidder, payable in lawful money of the United States at the time of sale, at 
the front entrance of the Third Judicial District Court for Salt Lake County, 
Matheson Courthouse, located at 450 South State Street, Salt Lake City, 
Utah, 84111, on Friday, May 26, 2023, at 11:00 a.m., for the purpose of fore-
closing a Deed of Trust, Assignment of Rents and Leases, Security Agree-
ment, and Fixture Filing (the “Trust Deed”) dated September 12, 2022, and 
recorded on September 22, 2022, as Entry No. 14019829, Book 11374, 
Pages 3018, et seq., in the office of the Salt Lake County Recorder, which 
was originally executed by individuals Richard G. Jensen, Sharon H. Jensen, 
and Troy Jensen, collectively as Trustor, in favor of AMF Holdings, LLC, the 
Beneficiary, covering real property located in Salt Lake County, Utah, com-
monly known as 6018 La Tour Street, Holladay, Utah, 84121, Tax ID Nos. 
22-15-351-008 & 22-15-351-018, and more particularly described in the Trust 
Deed and in the attached “Exhibit AExhibit A” (the “Trust Property”).  

The current beneficiary of the Trust Deed is AMF Holdings, LLC, and the 
record owners of the property as of the recording of the notice of default are 
Richard G. Jensen, Sharon H. Jensen, and Troy Jensen.

The successful bidder at the trustee’s sale will receive (upon payment in full 
of its bid) a trustee’s deed with no representations or warranties whatso-
ever as to the property, title, possession or encumbrances.  Bidders must 
tender to the trustee a $20,000 deposit (in the form of a cashier’s check or 
other certified funds) at the time of the sale.  The deposit of the successful 
bidder is non-refundable and will be retained as damages if the balance of 
the purchase price is not paid within two (2) business days after the sale.  
The trustee reserves the right to void the trustee’s sale after the sale based 
upon information unknown to the trustee at the time of the sale, including, 
without limitation, any bankruptcy filing.  If so voided, the only recourse of 
the successful bidder will be to receive a full refund of the money paid to 
the trustee.

Inquiries concerning this notice may be directed to Gregory S. Moesinger, 
Successor Trustee, whose office address and contact information are Kirton 
McConkie, 36 South State Street, Suite 1900, Salt Lake City, Utah, 84111, 
gmoesinger@kmclaw.com, and (801) 328-3600.  Office Hours: Monday-Fri-
day, except legal holidays, 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.

DATED this 27th day of April, 2023.

/s/ Gregory S. Moesinger, Successor Trustee

EXHIBIT AEXHIBIT A
 

Parcel No. 1
 
Lot 8, FARDOWN ESTATES SUBDIVISION, according to the official plat 
thereof, recorded in the office of the Salt Lake County Recorder.
 
Also Commencing 27.92 feet North from the most Southwesterly corner of 
said Lot 8; and running thence North 82.5 feet; thence South 88 degrees 
30’ East 33.97 feet; thence South 82.5 feet; thence North 88 degrees 30’ 
West 33.97 feet to the point of beginning.
 
Parcel No. 2
 
Beginning North 27.91 feet from the Southwesterly corner of Lot 8, 
FARDOWN ESTATES SUBDIVISION, according to the official plat thereof, 
recorded in the office of the Salt Lake County Recorder and running thence 
North 88 degrees 30’ West 60 feet; thence North 82.5 feet; thence South 
88 degrees 30’ East 60 feet; thence South 82.5 feet to the point of begin-
ning.
 
Tax ID Nos. 22-15-351-008 & 22-15-351-018
SLT0022580

NOTICE OF TRUSTEE’S SALE

The following described real property will be sold at public auction to the 
highest bidder, purchase price payable in lawful money of the United States 
of America at the time of sale, in the rotunda at the east, main entrance 
of the Third Judicial District Courthouse, 450 South State, Salt Lake City, 
Utah, on Monday, June 5, 2023, at the hour of 12:00 p.m. of that day for the 
purpose of foreclosing a deed of trust originally executed by Tetevi Lawson-
Avla, in favor of Godwill Ekoa Tandoh, covering real property located at ap-
proximately 2861 Merton Way, Magna, Salt Lake County, Utah, and more 
particularly described as:

LOT 14, MERTON PARK SUBDIVISION, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL 
PLAT THEREOF ON FILE AND OF RECORD IN THE SALT LAKE COUNTY 
RECORDER’S OFFICE. 14-29-106-005

The current beneficiary of the trust deed is Godwill Ekoa Tandoh, and the 
record owner of the property as of the recording of the notice of default 
is Tetevi Lawson-Avla.  The trustee’s sale of the aforedescribed real prop-
erty will be made without warranty as to title, possession, or encumbranc-
es.  Bidders must be prepared to tender a cashier’s check in the amount of 
$20,000.00 at the sale. The balance of the purchase price must be paid by ca-
shier’s check or wire transfer received by 12:00 noon the following business 
day.  The trustee reserves the right to void the effect of the trustee’s sale 
after the sale based upon information unknown to the trustee at the time of 
the sale, such as a bankruptcy filing, a loan reinstatement, or an agreement 
between the trustor and beneficiary to postpone or cancel the sale.  If so 
voided, the only recourse of the highest bidder is to receive a full refund of 
the money paid to the trustee.  THIS IS AN ATTEMPT TO COLLECT A DEBT. 
ANY INFORMATION OBTAINED WILL BE USED FOR THAT PURPOSE.

DATED this 26th day of April, 2023

Scalley Reading Bates Hansen & Rasmussen, P.C., successor trustee
By: Marlon L. Bates

Its: Supervising Partner
15 West South Temple, Ste. 600

Salt Lake City, Utah 84101
Telephone: (801) 531-7870

Business Hours:  9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Trustee No. 89082-01F

SLT0022560

NOTICE TO BIDDERS

Sealed bids shall be received (1) electronically uploaded via SciQuest, (2) by 
U.S. mail addressed to the office of the City Engineer, located at 349 South office of the City Engineer, located at 349 South 
200 East, Suite 600200 East, Suite 600, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111, or (3) by in-person hand de-
livery of a hard copy at the office of the City Engineer, located at 349 South office of the City Engineer, located at 349 South 
200 East, Suite 600200 East, Suite 600, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 until 2:00 p.m. local prevailing 
time, on Wednesday, May 24, 2023May 24, 2023 for the following:  
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY RRFBs 2022, Job No. RDW22011.  Emailed bids or PEDESTRIAN SAFETY RRFBs 2022, Job No. RDW22011.  Emailed bids or 
bids delivered to any other location will not be accepted.bids delivered to any other location will not be accepted. When submitting 
a bid electronically, bidders must allow sufficient time before the deadline 
to complete the forms and upload documents. The bid event will end at the 
closing time posted on SciQuest. If a bidder is in the middle of uploading a 
bid when the closing time arrives, SciQuest will stop the process and the bid 
or bid modification will not be accepted.

Bids will be publicly opened online via Webex at or about 2:15 p.m., local 
prevailing time on May 24, 2023May 24, 2023.

INSTRUCTIONS TO BIDDERS:  Contract Documents may be obtained for 
free online via SciQuest (The Utah Supplier Portal)

The plans and specifications can be reviewed and downloaded at the follow-
ing web site:  https://bids.sciquest.com/apps/Router/PublicEvent?Custome
rOrg=StateOfUtah  

To ensure notification of addenda is received, BIDDERS please register with 
Utah Public Procurement Place (SciQuest).

The construction contract will be awarded in compliance with the City’s 
value-based procurement program which takes into account certain factors 
in the Bidder’s work environment. For more information about this program 
please read SLC Administrative Rules, Procurement Roles Chapter 19 (See 
document 00 22 18, Article 1.2 paragraph “A” for a link).

ATTENTION TO CONTRACTORS:  On Tuesday, May 16, 2023 at 11:00 A.M.Tuesday, May 16, 2023 at 11:00 A.M. 
a pre-bid conference will be held online via Webex. Specific meeting instruc-
tions will be found on SciQuest prior to the meeting.  Attendance is highly 
encouraged. All contractors intending to submit a bid are invited to attend 
to obtain relevant information concerning the project. Bidders are advised 
that information affecting drawings, specifications, conditions, Scope of 
Work, etc. may be discussed. OWNER assumes no obligation to disclose 
information discussed at the pre-bid conference to Bidders who do not at-
tend. Absent Bidders assume all risk of failure to attend.

The work to be performed consists of furnishing and installing the equip-
ment, facilities, services, and appurtenances indicated in the Contract Docu-
ments. The Work generally includes but is not limited to installing Rectangu-
lar Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFBs) and associated work.

The City reserves the right to reject any or all bids or to waive any informal-
ity or technicality in any Bid if deemed to be in the best interest of the City.

In compliance with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), the following in-
formation is provided:  FAX number 801.535-6093, TDD Number 801.535-
6219, contact person: Dan Hanover, 385-315-0795, City Engineer’s Office.  If 
assistance is required, please contact the above office 72 hours before the 
bid opening.
SLT0022555

NOTICE TO BIDDERS

Sealed bids shall be received (1) electronically uploaded via SciQuest, (2) by 
U.S. mail addressed to the office of the City Engineer, located at 349 South office of the City Engineer, located at 349 South 
200 East, Suite 600200 East, Suite 600, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111, or (3) by in-person hand de-
livery of a hard copy at the office of the City Engineer, located at 349 South office of the City Engineer, located at 349 South 
200 East, Suite 600200 East, Suite 600, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 until 2:00 p.m. local prevailing 
time, on Wednesday, May 24, 2023May 24, 2023 for the following:  
GILMER DRIVE HAWK SIGNAL & 100 SOUTH BUTLER AVENUE HAWK SIG-GILMER DRIVE HAWK SIGNAL & 100 SOUTH BUTLER AVENUE HAWK SIG-
NAL, Job Nos. RDW20046 & RDW22013.  Emailed bids or bids delivered to NAL, Job Nos. RDW20046 & RDW22013.  Emailed bids or bids delivered to 
any other location will not be accepted.any other location will not be accepted. When submitting a bid electronically, 
bidders must allow sufficient time before the deadline to complete the forms 
and upload documents. The bid event will end at the closing time posted on 
SciQuest. If a bidder is in the middle of uploading a bid when the closing 
time arrives, SciQuest will stop the process and the bid or bid modification 
will not be accepted

Bids will be publicly opened online via Webex at or about 2:15 p.m., local 
prevailing time on May 24, 2023May 24, 2023.

INSTRUCTIONS TO BIDDERS:  Contract Documents may be obtained for 
free online via SciQuest (The Utah Supplier Portal)

The plans and specifications can be reviewed and downloaded at the follow-
ing web site:  https://bids.sciquest.com/apps/Router/PublicEvent?Custome
rOrg=StateOfUtah  

To ensure notification of addenda is received, BIDDERS please register with 
Utah Public Procurement Place (SciQuest).

The construction contract will be awarded in compliance with the City’s 
value-based procurement program which takes into account certain factors 
in the Bidder’s work environment. For more information about this program 
please read SLC Administrative Rules, Procurement Roles Chapter 19 (See 
document 00 22 18, Article 1.2 paragraph “A” for a link).

ATTENTION TO CONTRACTORS:  On Tuesday, May 16, 2023 at 10:00 A.M.Tuesday, May 16, 2023 at 10:00 A.M. 
a pre-bid conference will be held online via Webex. Specific meeting instruc-
tions will be found on SciQuest prior to the meeting.  Attendance is highly 
encouraged. All contractors intending to submit a bid are invited to attend 
to obtain relevant information concerning the project. Bidders are advised 
that information affecting drawings, specifications, conditions, Scope of 
Work, etc. may be discussed. OWNER assumes no obligation to disclose 
information discussed at the pre-bid conference to Bidders who do not at-
tend. Absent Bidders assume all risk of failure to attend.

The work to be performed consists of furnishing and installing the equip-
ment, facilities, services, and appurtenances indicated in the Contract Doc-
uments.  The Work generally includes but is not limited to installation of 
HAWK Traffic Signals, and surrounding ADA/bicycle improvements.

The City reserves the right to reject any or all bids or to waive any informal-
ity or technicality in any Bid if deemed to be in the best interest of the City.

In compliance with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), the following in-
formation is provided:  FAX number 801.535-6093, TDD Number 801.535-
6219, contact person: Dan Hanover, 385-315-0795, City Engineer’s Office.  If 
assistance is required, please contact the above office 72 hours before the 
bid opening.
SLT0022554

SUMMONS

SUMMONS BY PUBLICATION IN THE SALT LAKE CITY DEPT. OF THE 
THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT, SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH. 
CASE NO. 230902746, ROYAL BREEZE LLC, et al., PLAINTIFFS V. ATS 
WAREHOUSE LLC, et al., DEFENDANTS. THE STATE OF UTAH TO ALL 
DEFENDANTS WHO ARE UNKNOWN PERSONS WHO HAVE OR CLAIM 
ANY RIGHT, TITLE, ESTATE, LIEN, OR INTEREST IN THE REAL PROPERTY 
DESCRIBED AS 590 W 6825 S, MIDVALE, UT 84047, SALT LAKE COUNTY, 
UTAH, TAX IDS 21-24-351-024-0000, 21-24-351-043-0000: A lawsuit has 
been started against you. You must respond in writing for the court to con-
sider your side. You can find an Answer form on the court’s website: ut-
courts.gov/ans. You must file your Answer with the court at: 450 S State St., 
Salt Lake City, UT 84114. You must also email, mail or hand deliver a copy of 
your Answer to the other party or their attorney: Chad C. Rasmussen at 2230 
N University Pkwy., Ste. 7E, Provo, UT 84604. Your response must be filed 
with the court and served on the other party within 30 days of the last day of 
this publication. If you do not file and serve an Answer by the deadline, the 
other party can ask the court for a default judgment and default judgment 
may be entered against you. A default judgment means the other party wins, 
and you do not get the chance to tell your side of the story. Read the com-
plaint or petition, which is on file with the court, carefully. It explains what 
the other party is asking for in their lawsuit. This lawsuit is an attempt to judi-
cially foreclose a lien on the real property described in the complaint. Se ha 
iniciado una demanda en su contra. Usted debe responder por escrito para 
que el tribunal considere su versión. Puede encontrar el formulario de Re-
spuesta en el sitio de la red del tribunal:  utcourts.gov/ans-span. Usted debe 
presentar su Respuesta en este tribunal: 450 S State St., Salt Lake City, UT 
84114. También debe enviar por correo electrónico, correo postal o entregar 
personalmente una copia de su Respuesta  a la otra parte o a su abogado: 
Chad C. Rasmussen, 2230 N University Pkwy., Ste. 7E, Provo, UT 84604.
Usted debe presentar su Respuesta en el tribunal y entregarla formalmente 
a la otra parte dentro de 30 días después del último día de esta publicación. 
Si no presenta y entrega formalmente una respuesta antes de la fecha límite, 
la otra parte puede solicitar al juez que dicte un fallo por incumplimiento. Un 
fallo por incumplimiento significa que la otra parte gana, y usted no tiene  la 
oportunidad de exponer su versión de los hechos. Lea cuidadosamente la 
demanda o la petición, que está archivada en el tribunal. En esa se explica lo 
que la otra parte está pidiendo en su demanda. Esta demanda es un intento 
de ejecutar judicialmente un gravamen sobre los bienes inmuebles descritos 
en la demanda. /s/ Chad C. Rasmussen
SLT0022544

LEGAL NOTICE OPPORTUNITY TO PROVIDE COMMENTS 

The Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) is issuing this notice to 
announce a public comment period for the Alternatives Development and 
Screening Methodology Report, which identifies criteria and measures for 
evaluation and guides which alternative(s) is carried forward for detailed 
evaluation in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

This report is part of an EIS which is being prepared to evaluate potential 
transportation solutions to improve mobility along Interstate 80 (I-80) and 
State Route 224 (SR-224) through the Kimball Junction area of Summit 
County.

UDOT is seeking public input on the criteria, measures and data used to 
screen alternatives in the EIS. The purpose of alternative screening is to 
identify alternatives that meet the project purpose and need, and deter-
mine whether an alternative is reasonable under NEPA, practicable under 
the Clean Water Act, and prudent and feasible under Section 4(f) of the 
Department of Transportation Act of 1966.

Formal comments on the Alternatives Development and Screening Meth-
odology Report will be accepted for 30 days from April 28 to May 28, 2023.

Written comments or questions should be directed to Kimball Junction 
EIS, c/o HDR, 2825 E Cottonwood Parkway #200, Cottonwood Heights, UT 
84121, or can be emailed to kimballjunctioneis@utah.gov. Comments can 
also be submitted by leaving a voicemail or sending a text message to 435-
255-3186. Comments may also be submitted on the project website. For 
more information, please visit the project website at
https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov.

Individuals without internet access or needing accommodations including 
but not limited to translation, captioning, reviewing materials or submitting 
comments should notify the project team at 435-255-3186 or kimballjunctio-
neis@utah.gov by May 10, 2023. The report will be available on the project 
website on April 28, 2023.

The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by ap-
plicable federal environmental laws for this project are being or have been 
carried out by UDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Un-
derstanding dated May 26, 2022, and executed by the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration and UDOT.
SLT0022495

SUMMONS

SUMMONS IN THE SECOND DISTRICT JUVENILE COURT, DAVIS COUN-
TY, STATE OF UTAH In the Interest of D.G.A dob 09/09/2013, CASE NO. 
1220863 Presiding Judge: Robert Neill NOTICE OF PRETRIAL AND TRIAL 
ON THE VERIFIED PETITION FOR TERMINATION OF PARENTAL RIGHTS 
STATE OF UTAH TO: Gino Arellano. You are hereby Summoned to appear 
before the Honorable Robert Neill, Judge of the Juvenile Court, located 
at 800 W. State St. Farmington, UT 84023, for a Pretrial/Trial/adjudication 
hearing on June 6, 2023, beginning at the hour of 11:00 a.m. regarding the 
above-named child. A copy of said petition can be obtained by you at the 
Court listed above. The Verified Petition is brought pursuant to Utah Code 
Ann. 78A-6-105 and 78A-6-507. Failure to appear may result in a judgment 
against you, which may include termination of your parental rights. DATED 
this 18th day of April 2023. /s/: Brittany R. Brown Attorney for the Petitioner.
SLT0022480

INACTIVE FILE DESTRUCTION PUBLIC NOTICE

Under the Government Records Access and Management Act (GRAMA), San 
Juan School District Special Education Programs annually destroys all special 
education records that are no longer needed for educational purposes when 
former students reach the age of 25.  Students (or their legal guardians) 
reaching the age of 18 or over who were identified as having a disability 
and served by a San Juan School District Special Education Program under 
the IDEA (Individuals with Disabilities Education Act), may want to inspect, 
review, or retrieve personally applicable records which might be needed for 
other private, State, or Federal programs.

Records will be destroyed on or after July 1, 2023 for students who were 
born on or before June 1, 1998 and received San Juan School District Special 
Education services any time before and including the 2019-2020 school year.  
Records may be retrieved from June 1st through July 30th, 2023 by contact-
ing: Paul Murdock (435)-678-1222 | jmurdock@sjsd.org) or Kathrina Perkins 
(435)-678-1273 | kperkins@sjsd.org) at the San Juan School District Special 
Education Department at 200 North Main Street in Blanding, UT.
SLT0022137

NOTICE

An emergency hazardous waste permit #UT-014-2023 has been issued to 
Brigham Young University, Utah County, Utah.  The permit authorizes the 
Brigham Young University to treat containers of potentially unstable haz-
ardous waste onsite. Materials to be treated are: acetaldehyde (1x1qt) and 
4,4-Azobis (4-cyanopentanoic acid) (1x25g).

This permit was effective May 4, 2023 and expires May 11, 2023.  For further 
information, or to request a copy of the permit, please contact Sally Kaiser of 
the Division of Waste Management and Radiation Control at 385-499-4929.  
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals with spe-
cial needs (including auxiliary communicative aids and services) should con-
tact Larene Wyss, Office of Human Resources at (801) 503-5618, Telecom-
munications Relay Service 711, or by email at lwyss@utah.gov.
SLT0022766

ANNOUNCEMENT OF 
APPOINTMENT AND NOTICE TO 

CREDITORS
In the Third District Court, Salt Lake, 
450 S State St, Salt Lake City, UT 
84111, Case Number 233900431 In 
the matter of the Estate of Dawn 
Warner, deceased.

Personal representative, Jacob War-
ner, represented by Gravis Law, 
PLLC, has been appointed Personal 
representative of the above-entitled 
estate. Creditors of the estate are 
hereby notified to deliver or mail 
their written claims to the Personal 
Representative’s Attorney of Record: 
Gravis Law, PLLC, 1345 West 1600 
North, Suite 201, Orem, UT 84057.

Or file their written claims with the 
clerk of the District Court at Third 
District Court, Salt Lake, 450 S State 
St, Salt Lake City, UT 84111 or other-
wise present their claim as required 
by Utah law within three months af-
ter the date of the first publication 
of this notice or be forever barred. 
Dated this XX Day of April, 2023.

Jacob Warner, Represented by 
Gravis Law, PLLC, 1345 West 1600 
North, Suite 201, Orem, UT 84057, 
phone 385-350-4198.
SLT0022714

ANNOUNCEMENT OF 
APPOINTMENT AND NOTICE TO 

CREDITORS
Estate of Rulon Kurland Harrison

Probate No. 233700297
Judge Ronald Russell

 
John Huber Harrison, whose address 
is 12046 South Catania Drive, Drap-
er, Utah, 84020, has been appointed 
as Personal Representative of the 
above-entitled Estate. Creditors of 
the Estate are hereby notified to: (1) 
deliver or mail their written claims to 
the Personal Representative at the 
address above; (2) deliver or mail 
their written claims to the Personal 
Representative’s attorney of record, 
Peter H. Harrison, at 5292 S. College 
Drive, Suite 304, Murray, UT 84123; 
or (3) file their written claims with the 
Clerk of the Second District Court in 
Davis County, or otherwise present 
their claims as required by Utah law 
within three (3) months after the date 
of the first publication of this notice 
or be forever barred.

DATED this May 14, 2023.

MILLER HARRISON LLCMILLER HARRISON LLC
/s/ Peter H. Harrison

Attorney for Personal Representa-
tive

SLT0022786

INVITATION TO BID  
West Bountiful City  

Misc Removal of Tree Roots in 
Proposed Sidewalk,  Tree Removal 

and Tree Stump Grind Project  
Separate sealed Bids for the Re-
moval of Tree Roots/Stump Removal 
in Proposed  Sidewalk at multiple 
locations city wide. Bids may be sub-
mitted to the West Bountiful  City 
Offices, 550 N 800 West, until 11:00 
a.m. MST, on Thursday, June 1, 2023.  
BIDDING DOCUMENTS will be avail-
able at 2:00 p.m. MST, on Thursday, 
May 18,  2023, at BIDS@WBCITY.org 
or paper copy from West Bountiful 
City for a non refundable fee of $10 
per printed set.
SLT0022801

ANNOUNCEMENT OF 
APPOINTMENT AND NOTICE TO 

CREDITORS
Estate of Bruce Thomas Cham-
berlain, Deceased Probate No. 
233900873 Kyle Bruce Chamberlain, 
has been appointed Personal Rep-
resentative of the above-entitled 
estate. Creditors of the estate are 
hereby notified to deliver or mail 
their written claims to the Personal 
Representative at 4441 West Lennox 
Drive, South Jordan, Utah 84009, or 
file their written claims with the Clerk 
of the Third District Court in Salt 
Lake County, or otherwise present 
their claims as required by Utah law 
within three months after the date of 
the first publication of this notice or 
be forever barred. Date of first publi-
cation: May 7th, 2023.
SLT0022715

NOTIFICATION OF DISPOSITION/CASE PLAN IN THE DISTRICT COURT 
OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT IN THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN 

AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA

In the Interest of ESMERALDA ALARCON: A Child Under Eighteen Years 
of Age.

TO: PEDRO ORTIZ, the natural father of said Esmeralda Alarcon:

YOU AND EACH OF YOU, will hereby take notice: That a Petition under the 
Child Protection Act was filed in the above-entitled matter on the 17th day 
of April 2023.

That a Disposition/Case Plan Hearing on the Petition has been set for 10:30 
a.m. on the 8th day of June 2023, in the Magistrate Court, Ada County 
Courthouse, 200 West Front Street, Boise, Idaho 83702. Unless you file a 
responsive pleading within twenty (20) days, a default judgment may be en-
tered against you.

That you have the right to be represented by Counsel of your choosing or 
upon good cause shown, providing you are financially needy, the Court may 
appoint Counsel to act in your behalf.

That you are required to register your claim of paternity with the Vital Sta-
tistics Unit of the Department of Health and Welfare prior to the date of 
any termination proceeding, or proceeding wherein the child is placed with 
an agency licensed to provide adoption services, pursuant to Idaho Code 
16-1513(5).

DATED this 9th day of May 2023.
TRENT TRIPPLE

Clerk of the District Court
Ada County, Idaho

 
BY: L. Cox, Deputy Clerk

SLT0022822

Becki 323
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MORE DOGS ONMAIN
By Tom Clyde

What a great ski season. It
started early and ended late
and delivered great condi-
tions all the way through. A
big thanks to the front-line
workers who made it happen.
The unprecedented snow this
winter came with unprece-
dented work. Parking lots
had to be plowed almost ev-
ery day. Avalanche control
day after day, to the point that
the overtime and explosives
budgets must have exploded
themselves. Lift crews spent
hours of extra time getting
things dug out. A great exam-
ple is the Jupiter Chair, which
was basically operating from
the bottom of a crevasse, hand
dug. If getting the load and
unload stations excavated ev-
ery day weren’t enough, there
were places all over where
the snow was so deep they
had to rope off the headache
zones so people wouldn’t get
smacked skiing under the lift.
The full scope of it hit

when I saw a very strange
excavation near the Jupiter
chair. I finally figured out that
the snow was so deep that
the counter-weight that keeps
proper tension on the lift ca-
ble was bottoming out. So af-
ter digging out the lift itself,
top and bottom, they had to
go dig out a pit for the count-
er-weight to move in. That all
adds up, from the parking lot
to the top of the mountain,
and all the extra work had to
make some already tough jobs
even harder. Ski patrol has not
had a good night’s sleep since
December.
It was a rough, gray winter.

I bought a new tube of sun
block in November, and final-
ly opened it last week on my
78th day of skiing. Otherwise,
I was bundled up like the Mi-
chelin man, and sun exposure
was the least of my concerns.
We went for months without
seeing a shadow. The snow
was deep enough one day that
I was able to stick my pole
in the snow all the way to
the grip. On the heels of last
year’s drought, this was just
amazing.
Both resorts had new man-

agement this year, both great

people. Deer Valley brought
in Todd Bennett as the new
CEO. He took over fromMark
Brownlie, who did an amaz-
ing turn-around last year. Be-
tween opening day and New
Year’s, he managed to undo
the “re-imagining” wrought
by his predecessors. We may
never get back to the old
Deer Valley with six different
chocolate cake choices. La-
bor costs and shortages might
preclude hiring the battal-
ion of pastry chefs that made
Deer Valley so special. But it
seemed to be recovering from
the twin plagues of Covid and
corporate ownership.

Then our hopes were
dashed. The food service
on closing day confirmed it;
Deer Valley is gone. It’s still a
wonderful place to ski, it just
isn’t Deer Valley anymore.
For the big closing day cele-
bration, you could get chili,
nachos, or nachos with chili
on top. The line at the Silver
Lake shipping container was
backed up to the Homestake
lift maze.
Until Deer Valley gets their

Ikon Pass problem solved,
there’s no fixing it. It’s im-
possible to sell one of the
most expensive season pass-
es, promising an experience
commensurate with that price
tag, and then have the place
overrun every time the Cot-
tonwood canyons are closed.
And they were closed a lot
this year. That’s a tough busi-
ness problem when the parent
company’s signature prod-
uct, the Ikon pass, is in direct
conflict with the Deer Valley
brand. Sadly, we know who
wins that one.

At Park City Mountain,
Deirdra Walsh took over this
year. She’s managed other
resorts, and was in Park City
years ago in the food and bev-
erage operation. After last
year’s train wreck at Park City
Mountain, she was tasked
with bringing it back from the
dead. That always happens —
make a huge mess of things
and then find a very capable
woman to clean it all up. She
accomplished a lot. The resort
seemed well-staffed, and the
employees seemed to be hap-
py and having fun. The pay
raises worked. Imagine that.
Lifts were running, and

even with the relentless snow-
fall, the upper mountain areas
were open as quickly as safety
permitted. The paid parking
system is annoying because
parking has been free for 59
years. Parking is part of the
deal, or used to be. But it
worked. If you didn’t want to
start skiing until it warmed up
(like that ever happened this
winter), you no longer need-
ed to be in the parking scrum
at 8:15. You could make a
reservation, show up at 10,
and there would be a place to
park. It seemed to smooth out
the morning traffic.
It’s impressive that they

were able execute the reboot
at the same time as dealing
with Biblical storms. Not that
everything was sunshine and
lollipops. There seemed to
be frequent lift breakdowns,
and the lift mechanics were
disgruntled enough to form
a union. The restrooms fell
short of Greyhound bus ter-
minal standards, with broken
towel dispensers and clogged
toilets that seemed unfixable.
Crowds remain an issue, but
the proposed lift upgrade at
Eagle to solve the morning
rush got blocked by the city.
Our lifts went to Whistler; we
stood in line. That one needs
to get solved.
Despite some first-world

whining, the season will go
down as one to remember. A
lifetime of powder skiing in a
single year. Thanks to the em-
ployees, and best of luck on
your next great adventure.

Thanks for an amazing season

Despite some first-
world whining, the
season will go down
as one to remember.
A lifetime of powder
skiing in a single
year.

I was reading this post
about stress and now I need to
go make some chamomile tea
and draw myself a hot bath.
The post is by Dr. Mark Hy-

man, a family physician and
leading functional medicine
expert. He says that stress is
the main factor in many of
the dysfunctions of chronic
illness.
Stress raises cortisol, which

in turn causes muscle loss,
high blood pressure and high
blood sugar. It also produc-
es adrenaline, which makes
you feel tense and nervous —
which causes you to fire up
your Rad Power bike and head
straight to the DABC to pur-
chase a case of that Old Town
Cellars Townie Rosé even
though it’s a little more ex-
pensive than the other rosés,
but what the hell, it makes
you feel good because you’re
shopping small, not to men-
tion helping out a local busi-
ness that recently suffered a
major flood from a burst city
pipe.
From there, stress is just

one long, anxiety-ridden slide
to memory loss, diabetes, de-
mentia. Not to mention wine
belly.
You think now might be a

good time to roll out that yoga
mat, the one that’s been coiled
in the corner of your bedroom
like a hot-pink Hostess Ho-Ho
for the past five months while
you jacked up your back ski-
ing anvil-shaped moguls in
between storm cycles.
But hold on, Debbie Down-

ward Dog. According to Dr.
Hyman, stress is one of the
most common causes of ad-
renal dysfunction which can
ultimately make it hard to fall
asleep at night. Bad sleep is
bad.
Try telling that to your

brain at 3 in the morning when
you’re wide awake ordering
an emerald-green tennis skirt
just in case you finally de-
cide to give in to all that peer
pressure to play pickleball this
summer.
Poor sleep habits not only

damage your metabolism,
says Dr. Hyman, but they also
spike sugar and carb cravings,
so you eat more and increase
your risk for numerous dis-
eases. Not even a cross-court
dink into your opponent’s
kitchen can save you now.
Major buzzkill to that box

of frosted marshmallow fun-
fetti donuts you picked up
when you were hangry be-
cause you forgot the Pig Pen
Saloon doesn’t serve Buffalo
chicken nachos until after 3
p.m. — no exceptions — and
it was 1 p.m. and you didn’t
feel like waiting. So instead
you drove all the way to the
Kamas Chevron and all they
had left was birthday do-
nuts and it wasn’t even your
birthday.

But not all stress is bad,
right? I mean, look at the
Navy Seals. Those guys have
to do things like somersault
into a pool, swim underwa-
ter 15 yards, then tie a beck-
et bend, bowline, clove hitch,
right angle and square knot —
all without breaking the sur-
face of the water. It might not
be in any thesaurus, but stress
has a lot in common with re-
silience. It’s how we adapt to
difficult situations.
When the going gets tough,

the tough tie knots in a Speedo.
Left unchecked for long pe-

riods of time, Dr. Hyman says,
stress will also cause light
sensitivity, caffeine dependen-
cy and brain fog.
Grabbing your Jackie-Os,

you decide to take the dog for
a walk on the rail trail, maybe

stop at Ritual Coffee. On the
way out, you accidentally lock
the door without taking the
key. No big whoop; you have
a spare hidden in the garage
— but then you realize you
don’t have your iPhone so you
grab the spare, go back inside
and start wildly searching the
house. Suddenly, your coat
pocket starts vibrating and
you fish out your iPhone and
see a calendar reminder that
you have a video conference
starting in five minutes. The
dog is still chilling in his leash
when you finally finish the call
45 minutes later.
But it’s not all Zoom, doom

and gloom. Dr. Hyman says
that being outside is one of
the best ways to reduce stress.
In fact, studies show being
in nature lowers stress while
decreasing your heart rate.
It boosts your mood. And it
may even cause gloating. Af-
ter all, you live in one of the
world’s best towns for access
to the great outdoors. Maybe
it’s even why you moved here
in the first place.
You think of your friend

from Park City who’s outside
in a big way: solo-hiking the
Camino de Santiago in Spain.
You send her a text to check
in. She replies with a video of
a large bull slowly ambling to-
ward her on the trail, sounding
enough cowbell to make even
Christopher Walken back off.
“Will they hurt me?” she

asks, the animal’s 12-inch
horns now clearly in view as
the bull begins to pick up the
pace. My friend backs quick-
ly off the trail, loudly pleading
“What do you want?” She then
gives the slightest little laugh,
which may have infused the
perfect moment of calm into
an otherwise fear-the-reaper
moment of fight or flight.
The bull gives her a heavy

dose of side-eye as he casually
continues down the path.
Sometimes, you’re the hik-

er. Sometimes, you’re the bull.
And sometimes, a healthy
burst of stress is just what you
need.

Stressing for success

BETTY DIARIES
By Kate Sonnick

It might not be in
any thesaurus, but
stress has a lot
in common with
resilience. It’s how
we adapt to difficult
situations.
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PUBLIC NOTICE

The environmental review, consultation and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental laws for this
project are being, or have been, carried out by UDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of
Understanding dated May 26, 2022, and executed by FHWA and UDOT.

Individuals without internet access or needing accommodations including
but not limited to translation, captioning, reviewing materials or
submitting comments should notify the project team at 435-255-3186
or kimballjunctioneis@utah.gov by May 10, 2023. The report will be
available on the project website on April 28, 2023.

For more information on the environmental study and proposed
transportation solutions, and to make a comment, visit:

KimballJunctionEIS.udot.utah.gov
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COMMENT PERIOD
APRIL 28 - MAY 28, 2023

UDOT is seeking public input
on the criteria, measures
and data used to screen
alternatives in the EIS

Comments may be submitted
through the website, email,
written letter, voicemail or
text message

The Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) is issuing
this notice to announce a public comment period for the
Alternatives Development and Screening Methodology
Report, which identifies criteria and measures for evaluation
and guides which alternative(s) is carried forward for detailed
evaluation in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

This report is part of an EIS which is being prepared to
evaluate potential transportation solutions to improve mobility
along Interstate 80 (I-80) and State Route 224 (SR-224)
through the Kimball Junction area of Summit County.

Current job got
you down?

The Park Record
help wanted
section has
your next
position listed.
View it in Print
and online at
classifieds.
parkrecord.com

HELP SHAPE YOUR CITY!

Board of Appeals
Library Board
Planning Commission
Police Complaint Review Committee
Public Art Advisory Board
Recreation Advisory Board

Are you a Park City resident interested in making a
difference in our community? Serve on a City Board or
Committee! Park City Municipal has openings on:

Learn more: parkcity.org/government/boards-commissions



Meetings and agendas
TO PUBLISHYOUR PUBLIC NOTICES AND AGENDAS, PLEASE EMAIL CLASSIFIEDS@PARKRECORD.COM

Sitting in the desert sand I was
mesmerized by the etchings on
the huge red rock panel in front
of me. The sheer concept of this
storytelling artwork dating back
a thousand years and still dis-
played in such a pristine manner
today was overwhelming.
There are plenty of examples

of rock art panels across the
Utah deserts. But few showcase
such a complex storyline as the
Rochester Panel, located in Em-
ery County on the western slope
of the San Rafael Swell, not far
from Ferron, Utah. As many
times as I’ve visited, I still sit in
wonderment on the rock trying
to dissect the stories etched from
humans over a thousand years
ago.
The hike to Rochester Panel

starts from a developed trailhead
on a desert plateau along the
Spanish Trail, a primary trade
route betweenwhat is nowSanta
Fe and LosAngeles in the 1830s
and ’40s. It immediately drops
down into a drainage before
rising up through a rock escarp-
ment to the ridgeline rising out
of Muddy Creek to your right,
leading to the panel.
Typical rock art panels are

simple scenes, like many we
explored last year in Nine Mile
Canyon. The Rochester Panel,
along with other nearby art, is
an amalgamation of hundreds
of petroglyphs carvedwith stone
tools into the rock, along with a
few hand-painted pictographs.
A panoramic rainbow arches

over the primary work. In the
middle, a woman is giving life
to a new child. The display in-
cludes human-like figures called
anthropomorphs, as well as fa-
miliar concentric circles and
wavy lines often found on other

panels from the period.Warriors
and animals abound, though the
alligator and hippopotamus-like
images are thought by some to
be more modern-era additions.
Scholars remain mixed on the

specific origins and story of the
Rochester Panel. Many feel it
emanates from the Fremont Pe-
riod, generally considered from
around 700 to 1300. But some
find the styles reminiscent of the
Barrier Canyon Period, which
dates back as much as 4,000
years ago, similar to those found
in Horseshoe and Sego canyons
to the east.

Looking to the right of the
panel you have a panoramic
view of Muddy Creek, an an-
cient river that pre-dates the San
Rafael uplift 40-60million years
ago.
Exploring around the ridge-

line you can find other stand-
alone panels, each one telling
its own story. But before head-
ing back, it’s important to sit for
just a few more minutes to ab-
sorb the history of this place and
these people who came so many
centuries before us.

THEDETAILS
Getting There: This is an

easy drive for the family SUV
– no off-roading necessary. Take
S.R. 10 south from Price to Fer-
ron. At mile marker 17, head
east on county road 805 (gravel)
about 5 miles to the trailhead.
Rochester Panel exists as a place
name in Google Maps.
The Hike: It’s an easy hike

of about a half-mile on a well
marked trail, dropping down
from the parking lot into a drain-
age, then climbing back up
through a rock escarpment with
good views throughout. It’s only
80 feet of total vertical climb.
Education: Before heading

out to Rochester Panel, do some
research on rock art as well as
the Fremont and Barrier cul-
tures. Consider a visit to theMu-
seum of the San Rafael in Castle
Dale (closed Sundays).
Dining: This is a good one to

bring your own picnic. There are
a few restaurants in Castle Dale
and Huntington, but limited on
Sundays. The new Maverik in
Castle Dale is a great stop for
food and fuel.
Etiquette: Whenever we’re

outdoors we should be respect-
ful and good stewards. Never
touch rock art as body oils will
degrade work. And, of course,
don’t add modern-day etchings
– leave the history preserved as
it is.
Other Attractions: The re-

gion is filled with opportunity.
Just to the north, explore more
standalone panels along the
paved Moore Cutoff Road in-
cluding the Juggler, Snake and
Ascending Sheep panels.
Next Week: We’ll take our stu-

dious gaze out of the desert and
into the ocean as we visit the
Loveland Living Planet Aquar-
ium in Draper.

Hiking back in time

Sunday Drive
By Tom Kelly

Whenever we’re
outdoors we should
be respectful and
good stewards.
Never touch rock
art as body oils will
degrade work.

A few weeks back, I noticed
a slow, small drip in the laundry
room at my house. Upon further
investigation, I noticed the spo-
radic droplets were falling from
the cold-water valve, into the
plastic washing machine outlet
box, creating a trickle of water
that headed to the opening of
the drain line for the washing
machine. After identifying the
source of the nuisance water and
a temporary solution, I was con-
fident the repair could wait. I felt
perfectly fine with my decision
and committed to making the re-
pair when I had time.
Fast forward to this week.

The laundry room is a mess. I
have removed a large amount of
drywall that will need to be re-
placed, painted and primed, the
studs in the wall will need to be
dried and sealed to prevent fu-
ture mold and I still need to fix
the leaky valve. What original-
ly started as a $20 repair and an
hour of my time is now consid-
erably more expensive and will
consume the better part of my
weekend. Despite being frustrat-
ed by my lack of action when
the problem was much more
manageable, and doing my best
to find a scapegoat, I only have
myself to blame in this situation.
As I have thought about the

events of the last few weeks, I
realized that I had a fair warning
that the valve was bad. I know
better than to ignore leaking wa-
ter inside my home. Yet, I chose
to disregard the early notifica-
tion. Had I taken immediate ac-
tion, I could have avoided the
current situation in my laundry
room.
On Tuesday, May 9, the day

my wife discovered our leaky
valve had grown into a much
bigger problem, the Health De-
partment held the first event in
the three-part speaker series fo-
cused on climate change and
public health. This event, which
was well attended and, for all

intents and purposes, accom-
plished what we had hoped,
was founded on the concerns
identified in the Summit Coun-
ty Climate Risk Assessment.
Using advanced modeling and
analytical techniques, theWood-
well Climate Research Center
evaluated potential scenarios
for drought, water scarcity, and
wildfire through 2090. It is a re-
markable report. I find the meth-
odologies used and the anticipat-
ed outcomes to be fascinating.
Oddly enough, the report vali-
dated comments that have been
shared with me over the years

by folks who do and don’t be-
lieve in climate change science.
In this case, the anecdotal in-
formation aligns perfectly with
science, creating a curiously
synergistic partnership between
supporters and non-supporters.
As you might have guessed,

the report states the current tra-
jectory in Summit County, and
really the Intermountain West,
is not positive. Under the model
used by Woodwell, the current
drought conditions are expected
to increase in severity, leading
to water scarcity and elevated
levels of water stress in Summit
County. The lack of water will
contribute to increased wildfires
that pose a significant risk to hu-
man health while threatening the
loss of life and property, stress-
ing ecosystems and impacting

our local economy. Not good.
The lack of water also presents
concerns for ranching, farming
and agriculture practices that
could strain or interrupt the sup-
ply chain for the food we eat due
to drier soils and less available
water. Again, not good. When I
think about how far-reaching the
ripple effect could be, I cannot
think of anyone or anything that
is immune to the situation de-
scribed in the report.
Sowhy bring up such a highly

political topic and stir the prover-
bial hornet’s nest? Well, I want
to let readers know that thanks to
science and technology, we have
been warned, notified, and made
aware of the situation.Much like
my leaky valve, it should come
as no surprise that if we fail to
act, we can expect bigger, more
expensive, and more time-con-
suming problems to negatively
influence how our children, and
our children’s children, experi-
ence the Wasatch Back. Wheth-
er your desire is to ensure the
next generation has the oppor-
tunity to continue the farming
and ranching legacy in our rural
areas, or you hope your grand-
kids get to experience the great-
est snow on earth, if even a por-
tion of this forecast is realized,
future generations may not be
afforded the opportunity to love
and cherish the area as we know
it today. In fact, I can say with
a fair amount of confidence, and
I hope to be proven wrong, that
if we don’t make some changes
soon, it won’t be the same. That
is a hard pill to swallow.
Science, data, and our indi-

vidual experiences have shown
us that change has happened, is
happening, and will happen in
the foreseeable future. We can
no longer ignore the warning
signs.
The full Climate Risk As-

sessment can be accessed on the
Health Department website at
www.summitcountyhealth.org.

A trickle becomes a flood

Summit County Health
By Dr. Phil Bondurant

What originally
started as a $20
repair and an hour
of my time is now
considerably more
expensive and will
consume the better
part of my weekend.Looking
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PUBLIC NOTICE

The environmental review, consultation and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental laws for this
project are being, or have been, carried out by UDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of
Understanding dated May 26, 2022, and executed by FHWA and UDOT.

Individuals without internet access or needing accommodations including
but not limited to translation, captioning, reviewing materials or
submitting comments should notify the project team at 435-255-3186
or kimballjunctioneis@utah.gov by May 10, 2023. The report will be
available on the project website on April 28, 2023.

For more information on the environmental study and proposed
transportation solutions, and to make a comment, visit:

KimballJunctionEIS.udot.utah.gov
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COMMENT PERIOD
APRIL 28 - MAY 28, 2023

UDOT is seeking public input
on the criteria, measures
and data used to screen
alternatives in the EIS

Comments may be submitted
through the website, email,
written letter, voicemail or
text message

The Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) is issuing
this notice to announce a public comment period for the
Alternatives Development and Screening Methodology
Report, which identifies criteria and measures for evaluation
and guides which alternative(s) is carried forward for detailed
evaluation in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

This report is part of an EIS which is being prepared to
evaluate potential transportation solutions to improve mobility
along Interstate 80 (I-80) and State Route 224 (SR-224)
through the Kimball Junction area of Summit County.

Volunteer Opportunity
Snyderville Basin Cemetery
District Board of Trustees

The Summit County Council is seeking individuals to fill five vacancies on the
Snyderville Basin Cemetery District Board ofTrustees. The five-member Board is
responsible to provide for the public health, safety, and general welfare of the
residents livingwithin the jurisdictional boundaries of the district. The district is
authorized to provide cemetery services through facilities or systems acquired
or constructed for that purpose through construction, purchase, lease, contract,
gift or condemnation or any combination thereof. This is the first time a Board
ofTrusteeswill be seated for the District, so initial responsibilities will include
operationalizing the district and choosing both a cemetery location/site and a

financing/fundingmodel.

Interested applicantsmust submit an online application at: https://www.summit-
county.org/806/Volunteer-Boards-Form. Chosen applicants will be appointed by
the Summit County Council by resolution pursuant to the requirements of Utah
Code § 17B-1-304. Applicantsmust be a registered voter at the location of the
Boardmember’s residence and a residentwithin the boundaries of the District.
The termof Boardmembers shall be governed byUtah Code § 17B-1-303. For
further information contact: Amy Jones at 435-336-3042. Deadline for applica-

tions is 5:00 p.m.,Wednesday,May 24, 2023.
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COMMENT
NUMBER

NAME (First Last) COMMENT COMMENT
ORIGIN

1 Robert Umstead The real area of back up in the mornings is where 224 meets the canyons entrance. If you do not improve this intersection then any Kimball junction improvements
will still back up from the canyons light. A round about is need there to go along with any improvemnets on this project.

Web

2 Matthew Crandall As an owner of significant amount of commercial property at Kimball Junction who also offices in Park City proper, I am concerned about the bottleneck created at
Kimball Junction. What I propose would be to install some type of bypass that separates those going to KJ vs those going into Park City. Something that bypasses the
first couple of lights for people going in and out of Park City. Similar to the commuter lane from the Point of the Mountain into Highland. This area creates a large
bottleneck and I believe if there were a bypass it would relive the traffic significantly. The other issue responsible for traffic are those going I80 westbound and
exiting the kimball junction overpass. The intersection for those going from the I80 westbound into park city is extremely long. What ends up happening without fail
is the whole intersection has cars in it well after the light has turned red. This makes it impossible for those going eastbound to exit into Kimball Junction. I'm not
sure what the solution would be, ie fines, intersection cameras that document those who are in the intersection to be fined like in California, adjusting the traffic
light timing or something else. This would help reduce traffic significantly for eastbound drivers as they have to wait multiple traffic light cycles to exit the freeway
because the intersection is blocked.

Web

3 Matthew Crandall As an owner of significant amount of commercial property at Kimball Junction who also offices in Park City proper and commutes daily from Salt Lake, I am
concerned about the bottleneck created at Kimball Junction. What I propose would be to install some type of bypass that separates those going to KJ from those
going into Park City. Something that bypasses the first couple of lights for people going in and out of Park City. Similar to the commuter lane from the Point of the
Mountain into Highland. This area creates a large bottleneck and I believe if there were a bypass it would relive the traffic significantly. The other issue responsible
for traffic are those going I80 westbound and exiting the kimball junction overpass. The intersection for those going from the I80 westbound into park city is
extremely long. What ends up happening without fail is the whole intersection has cars in it well after the light has turned red. This makes it impossible for those
going eastbound to exit into Kimball Junction. I'm not sure what the solution would be, ie fines, intersection cameras that document those who are in the
intersection to be fined like in California, adjusting the traffic light timing or something else. This would help reduce traffic significantly for eastbound drivers as they
have to wait multiple traffic light cycles to exit the freeway because the intersection is blocked. During the ski season it often takes 15-20 mins simply to exit the
freeway and go into town.

Web

4 Staci McIntosh Increasing traffic at Kimball Junction will likely create additional bottlenecks further in town. The resorts, downtown area, and trail parking are at maximum capacity
already. Bringing more cars into Park City is not the answer. Please consider options for mass transit with park and rides outside of the Kimball Junction area.

Web

5 Sylvia Turner Tunnel to get on and off I 80.

We have this all over Austria

St Johann in Tirol, Going in Tirol

Where you drive under the road and come out on the other side do bypass certain parts of the town to provide quieter options for the people living in that area and
relief traffic congestion.

Web

6 Kelly Gallagher I am writing in continued support of Option (B) Grade-separated intersections with one-way frontage roads to the I-80 interchange. I strongly believe that it is the
only viable long-term option being considered, although I recognize that it is also the most expensive option. Cars will continue to be the primary mode of
transportation into Park City via 224. People will also primarily continue to use cars to get into and out of the Junction stores. While people will likely increase the
amount of walking that they do in the Junction area, they will still use cars to get to the Junction. Most local people are like me; we generally try to make only 1 trip
with multiple stops to cut down congestion and irritation while in the Junction. But I will have multiple bags of groceries, I will have my dog with me to also go to the
dog park, etc. I will drive and park, definitely.

My only technical comment is that I am assuming pedestrian/bicycle access are included in the east-west crossover points at the 2 major intersections. This will be
necessary. Adding this detail to the description would be helpful. Also, I am curious why there is a plan to move the pedestrian access to the south of the Junction, I
have only used it once. However, in its current position it ties in well with the trail that runs N-S near the roundabout to the UOP, and moving it might decrease use
of the trail (more distance to travel). Thank you for the work you are doing!

Web

7 Georgia Anderson The intersection of the traffic lights to exit i80 to 224 is a huge bottleneck. Something needs to be done to offer an alternative entrance to the strip mall/smith's
grocery store confluence

Web

8 Christine Katzenberger This is only handling a small section of the problem. It will only tie up traffic at canyons, Kearns Blvd, park city resort and deer valley resort. May work at kimball jct
but the rest will become worse.

Web

9 Eileen Kintner why are we not considering a TRAX or electric trolley system that travels up I80 from Salt Lake City and connecting to the city owned lot in prospector area of Park
city? If we are going to host the Olympics, we need a world-class public transit system that connects toSlc airport.

Web

10 Matthew Turner Alternative B is really the only solution to the problem in Kimball Junction. I have seen this system work amazing in other city’s Web
11 Art Brothers Of the three options offered, "B" is the only one that comes remotely close to eliminating traffic jams on I-80 and SR-224. But it is overly complex. The depressed

roadway model may look good on paper but in real life, it tempts fate with issues like flooding, snow removal, accident clearance (with associated EMS issues) not to
mention moose, deer or elk getting into the depressed area, or being knocked into it by traffic above). There is a simpler, easier and more elegant alternative. Make
224 one-way each way through Kimball Junction. No access points at the Junction. None. If you stay on 224 you are either getting onto I-80 or you are exiting I-80
and going into Park City. For local access to Kimball Junction, create a no traffic-signal peal-off on south-bound 224 rounding BACK to Olympic Blvd. Add a fly-over
bridge on north-bound 224 for local access only. Both arteries meet and join at Olympic Blvd. Use the existing roundabouts on Ute and New Park to give access to
the Option B bridges over 224. The roundabouts will need to be improved to handle the traffic count. It is simple. Intuitive. Easy to navigate and it leaves 224
unclogged in either direction. In the end, the key is "seeing" Olympic Blvd as the local access feeder in and out of Kimball. And likewise, "seeing" 224 as a single
purpose fast way on-or-off I-80. Don't build the "depressed" roadway. That whole area has drainage problems. It is a Rube-Goldberg design which will fail, be closed,
and make Kimball an even bigger mess.

Web

12 Deborah Duke I prefer alternative B Web
13 Chris Sammartino Alternative A would create far too much traffic in West Kimball Junction. I live in that area, and having more cars exit this area would increase traffic congestion and

traffic noise for me and hundreds of other nearby residents. Traffic needing access to West Kimball can exit at #141 and drive in. Hundreds of residents here utilize
exit #141 and that takes traffic off the main PC exit #145. The real need is for incoming cars from down valley into Park City via I80. I prefer Alternative C as it
encourages Mass Transit and HOV--which helps to better address the traffic problem caused by 1 car 1 driver. Alternative B is another option to help promote Mass
Transit and HOV. Increasing the movement of buses (additional bus lanes) should be the top priority--to encourage folks to take the 101 from the Park and Ride.
Buses whizzing by lined up traffic rewards transit riders and long waits in automobiles is a disincentive for car driving--especially single car drivers.

Web

14 Chris Sammartino Alternative A would create far too much traffic in West Kimball Junction. I live in that area, and having more cars exit this area would increase traffic congestion and
traffic noise for me and hundreds of other nearby residents. Traffic needing access to West Kimball can exit at #141 and drive in. Hundreds of residents here utilize
exit #141 and that takes traffic off the main PC exit #145. The real need is for incoming cars from down valley into Park City via I80. I prefer Alternative C as it
encourages Mass Transit and HOV--which helps to better address the traffic problem caused by 1 car 1 driver. Alternative B is another option to help promote Mass
Transit and HOV. Increasing the movement of buses (additional bus lanes) should be the top priority--to encourage folks to take the 101 from the Park and Ride.
Buses whizzing by lined up traffic rewards transit riders and long waits in automobiles is a disincentive for car driving--especially single car drivers.

Web

15 Marty Carroll Traffic signals that stop vehicles entering/exiting I-80 in any direction should be avoided at all cost. Of the proposed alternatives, I believe Alternative B would be
best, but the final approach (whichever is chosen) should include items 6 & 7 from Alternative C (i.e. extending West-to-North right turn lane on Newpark Blvd and
extending East-to-North dual left turn lanes on Ute Blvd to the traffic circle @ Landmark Dr.

Web

16 Jack Fenton Please lengthen the left turn lane from South bound 224 onto Ute blvd.

This can be done without a $300,000 study. Trust me on this one. More cars are trying to turn left at this light than there is room for. To accomplish this vastly
needed improvement you will need a jackhammer, some asphalt, some new lines to be painted. Once the lane has been extended, please adjust the turn arrow light
to stay green long enough to empty the entire queue. Do this right away. Don't wait until 2028.

We are watching .

Web

17 Porter Spencer Make a bypass road that goes behind the Outlets to i80 so there is not so much damn Ski traffic backed up by those to stop lights. Web

18 Rich Dressen I would lower the main road into PC through kimball junction eliminating the traffic lights. Provide two lane exit ramps to the local businesses and overpass over the
sunken road.

Web

19 Dennis Roy Traffic traveling from I80 in and out of Park City should be separated from the business traffic in Kimball Junction. It appears that Alternative B would help separate
the traffic.

Web



20 Eric Iverson I live in Bear Hollow Village ( ). Traffic on 224 in Kimball Junction is currently failing during peak visitor seasons between about 3:30pm to 6pm
M-F. There is also a serious safety issue on 224 and Bear Cub Dr., when cars heading northbound towards I-80 will enter the center divider illegally, at high speed
(45-55mph), sometimes up to a 1/2 mile in advance of making a left turn (to the west) at Olympic Dr. when traffic is backed up to northbound exiting town. This is a
hazard when making a left turn (northbound) from Bear Cub Dr. onto SR224. The "Bus Only" lane (the shoulder) is also used for this purpose to make a right (east
turn) at Newark Blvd. I suggest bold painted hash marks in the center divider near Bear Cub Dr. and SR224 making it clear that this is illegal, and the same on the
shoulder. Increased signage would be good too. These are inexpensive additions that will drastically improve safety until the final traffic mitigation plans are in place.

On that note, here are my suggestions for long term traffic mitigation in Kimball. First make some short term cost effective changes immediately. Anything will help,
while plans are being finalized for long term solutions and road changes in Kimball Junction. Long term, I like the solution of dropping Olympic Pkwy/Newpark Dr,
and Ute Blvd under SR224 so that traffic can freely slow to and from I-80 without the currently busy intersections, and stop lights. However, I understand this is an
expensive proposition that will need UDOT and Federal Funding to complete, and I know that won't happen quickly. Construction time for that solution will be
significant as well. To sum it up, plan and secure funding for a solid comprehensive, well thought out long term solution, and make some quicker budget friendly
improvements ASAP. Traffic is awful in Kimball Junction.

Web

21 Gary Hecox Option B is the only one that will help with the Kimball Junction traffic problems. Web

22 George Mattinson I am very please UDOT are already provinding multiple proposals on solving the traffic problems at Kimball Junction. I believe that the proposal “Alternative B” is the
optimum solution. “Alternative A” while good in scope, suffers from too many frontage road expansions and attempts to solve traffic in the junction itself by adding
an extra lane in the Southbound direction. City planning in places like Los Angeles and Dallas have proven time and time again that adding lanes to roadways doesn’t
improve traffic flow, rather it attracts more vehicles to that road. “Alternative C” attempts to solve the traffic problem even worse, as it is suggesting adding turning
lanes onto the freeway, as well as widening the Northbound and Southbound lanes. This will only lead to more congestion and more unhappiness among Park City
residents during rush hour. Therefore, I believe that the depressed road option in “Alternative B” to be the best proposal. I hope UDOT will consider my position on
this topic as a Park City resident.

Web

23 Nick Burns Alternative B seems the best choice going forward. I suspect more costly, but appears to best separate local traffic from through traffic headed to Park City, the
resorts, etc. I live in this immediate area and very much support a solution that increases safety for walkers, bikers. So, while all traffic solutions must support getting
people out of their cars, Alternative B appears to best reduce auto congestion and aid in pedestrian safety.

(In all projects, UDOT must consider/support getting people to move away from auto-centric transportation—not easy, I realize).

thank you-

Web

24 Maureen Murtaugh HOV lanes will be another benefit for out-of-town guests traveling together and another pain point for residents who travel to work alone because bus and other
transit options take 2-3 times longer than driving--even with traffic. Consider residents needs strongly as we pay taxes here and are highly impacted by the growth of
the ski industry beyond the infrastructure of summit county and park city.

Web

25 Robert Phillips I vote for option #3 Web

26 Kristen Schulz I prefer option B, but would like the pedestrian crossing to be moved closer to either Ute Blvd or Newpark Blvd. Web

27 Matthew Lindon There will be groundwater problems with the split grade.

Why don’t you use the road we have. There are huge shoulders not used by cars or bikes. Use them like we did during the Olympics. Get rid of the wide center
dividers and sidewalks in the middle . Use the entire road

Come up and time and actuate the signals. They are broken and on default mode for turning lanes. Get smart lights that feel the traffic and adjust accordingly.

Get an exit ramp to the Ecker Hill park and ride directly off I80.

No day skiers past Kimbal. Limit traffic. Support busses. Put more park and ride lots by UOP. At least park resort workers out there and pay them for their bus
commute time. Get Vail involved. DV too. Put Silly Market and Art Fest at Redstone where there is parking.

Web

28 Steven Issowits I've submitted a comment during a prior period, but this looks like a new comment period again. Not to duplicate, but Alternative B with the depressed roadway
seems to be the best option for the area, for all the reasons I laid out in my prior comment. Thank you.

Web

29 Robin Filion The report notes that UDOT will use Summit County's travel demand model and that expected population is one of the inputs. The Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute's
projections for Summit County population increases are a good starting point (e.g., 47.1k by 2030 and 59.6k by 2060. However, that study does not take into account
migration due to climate change. SLC has experienced and is experiencing climate change. The number of days in SLC with temperatures over 90° F has steadily
increased from 56.6/yr. during the decade beginning 1981 to 67.1/yr. during the decade beginning 2011, and is projected to hit 97/yr. in 2100. Climate change
migration models should be evaluated for their appropriateness in predicting migration from SLC, and other cities that will be negatively affected by climate change,
to Summit County and the data from such models should be included in the traffic demand model. Failure to take into account migration due to climate change likely
would result in inaccurate model results and could lead to the adoption of an alternative that would not accommodate the increasing population.

Web

30 Joel Rosenfield Option #2 is by far the best. It would make Kimball Junction more walkable/bikeable across the two sides of SR-224 making it more of a city-center while allowing
the bulk of drivers that are entering and exiting I-80 south toward Park City to flow in a much more unobstructed fashion.

Better still is to build the bridges over SR-224 at Ute Blvd. and Newpark Blvd. to be wide enough to hold a restaurant to make the area more pedestrian friendly and
people to use their cars less.

Web

31 Lisa Wray Instead of creating patchwork "solutions" that dont really fix the problem, would it be possible to create a new on ramp to the i80 that bypasses KJ? i.e., some sort
of express lane to the highway that goes to the east of the tech center? I understand that this might involve tunnels or bridges, but it would make KJ a local
destination and relieve all I80 traffic.

Web

32 Herve Lavenant Option B is the only option that relaxes constraints on traffic by enabling greater free-flow of traffic Web

33 Carol Bolinger Most distributive but most likely to make improvements plab B diversion of 180 traffic below grade. I live in Kimball jct and would be heavily effected but this plan is
most likely to improve flow

Web

34 Tyler Goetz Why have you not considered bi-directional traffic? This area is a morning rush in and evening rush out. The traffic backs up during these times only in one direction
and there is already room with the bus lane and median to put in the infrastructure on the cheaper end of things. It works in west valley.. the traffic isn’t to get on a
frontage road, the traffic is to access the freeway. Get them in and get them out. You don’t need to change intersections and make frontage road access.

Web

35 Joan Mills I feel this needs to be done while protecting Hi Ute ranch since it is a conservation area. In saying that,why not a tunnel that takes direct traffic past kimball junction?
This would avoid the back ups during ski season and events in PC?

Web

36 Carol Molesky We need a long term alternative that helps with the winter traffic and future development. The alternative b would provide better direct access to 80 without
stopping traffic!

Web

37 Dan Monahan please leave it alone construction will be a disaster Web

38 Tom Collier I often ride a bicycle from nearby, through Kimball junction and note that access to business in the area is a challenge. I would love to see all three options go farther
to improve pedestrian and bicycle access in the area. But, I note the Alternative A, in particular, appears to worsen one of the most problematic areas. Crossing from
the west side of the outlets to the bridge over I-80 or to the mall including Whole Foods is relatively difficult due to the number of road crossings over a short
distance. Driving more traffic off the highway and into that area would only worsen the situation and make it a more dangerous place for anyone not in a car.

Web

39 Amy Doucette I’m a strong proponent of alternative B, where 224 is depressed and overpasses connect the Olympic park area with new park. My unprofessional assessment of the
problem in this area is that the traffic lights are the cause of the backups. If we eliminated the need for cars to be stopping on 224, I think the congestion would be
greatly reduced. Frontage roads along 224 to access neighborhoods and businesses, I believe, would also help alleviate a lot of the back ups.

Web

40 Thomas McLoughlin I prefer Alternative B - grade separated Intersections. I have been a resident of Park City (initially part-time; then full-time) for 18 years. Population growth and
vehicular traffic has grown dramatically - to the point where I do not travel to or through Kimball Junction at certain times of day and avoid the area entirely on
holiday weekends. I imagine Alternative B will be more expensive but a cheaper option will be short-sighted and will require another round of improvements in 10
years. Growth will not stop and the state legislature's decision to allow more intensive development in the area will only make matters worse. Please invest for the
long-term now. For the record, limiting the improvements to HOV lanes (alternative C) is a complete waste of time and money. Add those features to a larger
project, if you must, but grade separation is essential to accommodate peak traffic during ski season. Thank you.

Web

41 Cheryl Simpkiss I am in favor of a frontage road, on either side of the freeway to accommodate on/off ramps to I-80 and Rt. 224. I use them when traveling to SLC for certain work
locations, especially on the west side, and they seem to relieve congestion and divert flow, while approaching my destinations.

Web

42 David Bennett The intersections at Kimball Junction have failed. There are two choices: either a flyover from before redstone directly to I-80 or taking the road underground, again
directly to i-80. Leave the surface streets from redstone to i-80 alone and simply construct either a flyover or underground roadway. Putting an overpass or flyover
for either of the two intersections will not accomplish the needed traffic flow.

Web

43 Steven Propst Why would more and easier access be created to enter a box canyon (Park City) with finite space, finite parking, and finite resources. The out of control construction
needs to cease. Most of the vehicles cramming the streets of Summit County are CONSTRUCTION VEHICLES. Seriously why is nobody paying attention??!

Web

44 Charlotte Backus Alternate B is the best because the majority of traffic filter through there and it would make a lot of sense to have multiple ways, including getting back into the
highway. The main reason it gets so congested is those two stop lights. I have also noticed it can be pretty dangerous because of all the traffic with people driving in
the center lane from all the way back closer to canyons and it has caused many crashes so overall, I think it would be a lot safer and smoother for people to get
home. Thanks all! Hope this can happen!

Web



45 Lawrence Iram Criteria:

Ability to displace/remove snow as “powder days” cause the biggest backups.

Residential Noise abatement

Impact on wildlife to transit area (moose, deer, elk).

Cost of overall project relative to funding sources

Time to complete project

IDEAS:

1. Time the lights better such that backups onto I-80 East (very dangerous) are reduced…time the 3 lights I-80E to 224S such that there’s an effective pass-thru
during peak morning hours.

2. Use moveable concrete divider (as some cities use for HOV lanes) to turn 224’s “suicide lane” into an inbound lane in the morning and an outbound lane in the
afternoon. Tricky with snow, but would work most days and could be prepositioned ahead of big storms.

Web

46 Charles Stanley Only viable alternative is Option B. No other alternative has any hope of reducing congestion on 224 during peak hours. Web

47 Mark Morgan As I’ve said before, traffic at the junction is driven by the flow along the whole corridor into downtown PC and in the winter to each of the ski resorts. No matter
which option is chosen, all you will do is get traffic to the first stoplight (Bear Hollow Dr.) faster, and thus will start the traffic backup. Until the number of vehicles
coming to PC, and the resorts, and ample efficient ( into and out of) parking at the resorts is addressed, how traffic flows thru Kimball Junction to get to those areas
is not worth the time to study, let alone implement changes.

A process flow study cannot simply ignore what happens beyond the boundaries of Kimball Junction. It is a gateway, not the end-destination.

Web

48 Jeffrey Cedeno I have several concerns about both vehicle and pedestrian impact across the defined zones. My immediate concern is that the impact study area does not cover a
broad enough set of local or throughway intersections to fully cover the issues we have as locals. The traffic study ends at roundabouts and does not cover that
traffic regularly backs up for 15 minutes or more during busy seasons at each intersection and flows past roundabouts; the messaging I have seen in documentation
does not account for how over capacity every defined egress point is at peak season now, nor does it acknowledge that backups regularly exceed times in
documentation and have gotten exponentially worse over the past four winters.

We require local pedestrian and vehicle access that covers all 4 seasons and fully bypasses 224. This should be a mandatory relief for traffic in this pattern and there
should be no requirement to go through a light to go across this road for bikes, pedestrians, or cars. Anything short of this will not meet our needs as locals.

Similarly, there needs to be a low impact left turn access across 224 in both directions. This would be the ideal scenario for us as locals. Locals would also direct
access from the East side of 224 to Park & Ride lots. Currently there is no access to any Park & Ride locations for residents on the east side of 224 to reach a Park &
Ride without crossing 224 or Route 40/I 80.

Please think about how residents can get direct access, ideally via public transit, to use resorts like PCMR or Deer Valley directly via an express bus that does not
switch to local access, as it's incredibly inconvenient to force us on local busses that access all 3 locations at once, and potentially add 30 minutes or more to transit
in each direction. Currently with no traffic it takes an hour for me to replace my trip from Deer Valley back to Highland Estates via public transit, but it's a 15 minute
drive. This needs to be appropriately addressed for us to fully relieve traffic.

Web

49 Deanie Wimmer After studying these alternatives, I would favor Alternative A, and second choice B. I favor an option that provides less congested access to I-80 to and from Park City.
The split interchange appears to best address that need, but it is hard to tell from the rendering. I'd like to see a streamlined option for those who want direct access
from I-80 into PC, and can by-pass Kimball Junction as much as possible.

Web

50 Ron Palmer-Leger I have lived in the Park City area for more than 30 years and have seen the growth and its effects on traffic and development. I work in public safety so I have seen
the impacts of traffic congestion and accidents firsthand. Dealing with the issue at hand at this point in the game is difficult because buildings and businesses are
already in place. Having a win win for everyone is not a possibility. I do think we can make some sound improvements.

 I suggest that we consider a "Fly-over" with business lanes to allow people to access the Kimball Junction area. The main point of congestion in Kimball Junction is
traffic at anytime of year and anytime of day trying to get into or out of Park City. If we can develop the area to allow shoppers to get into the business area and keep
the traffic moving that isn't shopping its a win!

Web

51 Sheryl Johnson-Proffit Whatever design you choose; please build a SOUND BARRIER WALL and smart, environmentally pleasing, less light-polluting, LIGHTS! Web

52 Daivd Sutherland Plan B is the only one that effectively addresses the root of the problem: traffic flow through Ute / Olympic intersections. Because these 2 intersections are failing
rush hour traffic backs up onto I-80 (mornings) or 224 (afternoons). Plans A and C don't really solve these chokepoints, and focus more on solving the I-80
interchange, which isn't actually that big of a problem - traffic isn't backed into Ute Blvd intersection from the I-80 light, but is backed onto I-80 because nothing
flows through Ute/Olympic in the mornings. You *have to* get rid of the left turns on/off of 224 at these 2 points, and Plan B does this. I-80 intersection then works
just fine (or only needs minor tweaks).

Web

53 Steven Propst Increasing access to a finite, overcrowded, and overused space is absolutely no solution. Park City is a Box Canyon. The 1000’s of construction vehicles that cram the
streets needs to come to an end. Park City needs a badly need rest. It needs a building moratorium of any and all construction projects.

Web

54 Christoph Gorder I reviewed the three proposals for improving traffic flow through Kimball Junction. Of the three, my preference was for Alternative B, which proposes
grade-separated intersections with one-way frontage roads the the I-80 interchange. I feel this proposal holds the potential to be a long term solution for the traffic
congestion. The other proposals seem less substantial in what they offer. Thank you.

Web

55 Jessica Bryant I support the Alternative B option. I've been commuting to Park City for work for seven years and I think this option best suits the commuter traffic, which is
increasing throughouthte entire year, not just ski season.

Web

56 Leslie Howa Sadly…Not many choices dealing with perpetual load in/ load out traffic 24-7 now. Widen the entire road, or build a speed electric rail line. With all the
infrastructure and too much clustered buildout out there and along 224. To continue…There seems no environmental process or solution to solve this horrific traffic
mess. The cow is out of the barn.

Web

57 Larry Van Atta I feel Alternative B is by far the best way to go. The majority of traffic on 224 to and from 80 are not heading into Kimball Junction and are thus slowed down by the
lights. Alternative B would also make it alot more pedestrian friendly between the two halves of Kimball Junction

Web

58 Bruce Carmichael Prefer Alternative B.

Would like to see a strategy to access the existing Ecker Hill Park and Ride lot from eastbound and westbound I-80 without having to exit at Kimball Jct or Jeremy
Ranch.

Web



59 Laura Hanrahan Thank you for presenting the options to the public thoroughly. I watched the video of the online session to get a better handle on the potential plans.

General observations:

 - The priority or goals of the project should be:

 Improve traffic flow in the area

 - Significantly improve pedestrian / bike traffic flows to encourage walking, biking, and use of public transportation. But mostly to improve use of public
transportation.

Alternative Option A:

 This is an interesting option. However,

 - In the video of the public meeting, it was said multiple times that the choke point wasn’t the intersection off the highway, but the intersections at Ute and
Olympic. I don’t understand how adding a new access point to the west side of these junctions help since in my experience, most of the hold up is traffic coming
from I-80 heading into the east side of Kimball junction (Best Buy, Home Goods, Smiths, etc). When getting off I-80 headed to (Walmart, Whole Foods, the Outlet
Malls, etc) I have never experienced issues. So, unless you can prove how this helps divert enough traffic, I’m not sure I agree with this one.

 - As a local of 15+ years, though, it’s very clear to me how I could make use of the new access point and how it could change my trips to and around Kimball
Junction. I am just not sure if it would actually help with enough ski and Old Town traffic. The “improvements” to the Ute and Olympic intersections are unclear.

 - I do very much like the pedestrian tunnel and urge you to put it as close to the Ute intersection as possible and don’t even allow pedestrian traffic on the surface
roads (no walk signals, sidewalks or anything else).

Alternative Option B:

 - This one makes the most sense to me to improve traffic flow to/from Old Town / Ski areas.

 - I do think you’ll have a hard time selling this one without putting grasses or some greenery on the trench cover. Would love to see an option here like the Highline
Park in NYC. So pedestrians could cut through/over the trench cover to have an easier, more enjoyable path from the transit center to say, the movie theater. The
development in Kimball Junction, while not the responsibility of UDOT, is not very walkable, but they did a decent job near Home Good and the Univ. Utah Health
Care center.

 - I am curious if at a later date, the “new access point” in Option A could be added to this option? Or if that could be added in addition to this.

 - One thing to consider is what happens if someone accidentally goes in the depressed traffic area, but wants to get to one of the businesses? How far would they
need to go before they turn around? Can they reasonably turn around? Particularly on the North side of I-80, this is something that should be considered, and I hope
there is the ability to do a U-turn. Why do I ask about this? I see tourists who have clearly never been here do the stupidest things and while it is an edge case, it will
happen more often than you expect.

Alternative Option C:

 - I like this one the least because I see it as just making things in the area bigger, not smarter.

 - I have taken the bus to/from SLC and I don’t see the addition of the HOV lane improving the traffic significantly. As I mentioned in Option A, the traffic going from
I-180 to the west side of Kimball Junction (Whole Foods, Transit Center, etc) has never been an issue as far as I’m concerned.

 - I do like the pedestrian tunnel.

 - I think the extended right turn lane on NewPark Blvd should be included in all options. Same for the extended left turn lane on Ute Blvd.

 - I also like the idea of an additional lane on I-80, but I’m not sure if it should always be restricted to HOV/Transit. I would want to see data on how many people in
the AM hours are already HOV ready. I think there are more workers and school commuters that don’t fit this criteria.

Questions to consider:

 - It sounds like UDOT has done a better job on realistic traffic studies than developer who love to only do traffic studies in October and April. However, I strongly
urge UDOT to look at the highest 15% of traffic days instead of just the 85% as stated in the video. When you know traffic / population are going to increase
significantly in Utah, why wouldn’t you look at these edge cases? Also, it would do a lot to win over the community if you even just looked at a handful of these edge
cases. Our experience with developers is that they do the least effort possible. We don’t want to see that with UDOT because it's a much larger investment. And
knowing we will get the Olympics again changes how incentivized developers are going to be to develop in this area. Long story short….. I do not believe you are
using the best model to predict traffic flowing through 2050. Whatever model you are using, please increase it by at least 15% and then I will believe you are
planning for the right kind of traffic.

 - Before selecting any one of these plans, please consider (and possibly map out) what additional improvements you could make to each plan in say 15 years. Again,
I do not believe you are using the right model and fully expect us to need improvements in that time.

 - On the video call, a question was asked about adding an “exit” to improve traffic flow into the Ecker Hill Park and Ride. The answer implied that the National
Highway Organization (not sure of the name) would not allow this. Could we just start the access road from that point? Instead of “adding” an exit, we would just be
“moving” it. And this more than anything encourages public transportation. I would highly encourage you to look into this option more. Because I think it would be
a) great for the the Olympics to take local residents into school/work and b) would be an EXCELLENT way to encourage skiers and visitors to take the bus to the
resorts and Old Town.

Thank you!!!

Web

60 Anne Campillo I hope there is bus top or shed infront of the church. Thank you Web

61 - Timing of signal lights and/or traffic sensors need to better incorporated.

Signal Lights are clearly exacerbating traffic during rush traffic hours. And, when there is limited to no traffic, lights unnecessarily still cycle through for no reason.

in both cases, traffic flow can be greatly improved by simply better timing of signal lights based on traffic flow vs. creating a clog point at Kimbal before you even
enter or ext hwy 80.

Web

62 Marion Wohlrab Similar Option B - keep existing lanes for traffic going to businesses in Kimball and under tunnel SR224 for through traffic directly to hwy ramps.

If not possible to directly under tunnel then create green space on top between lanes, or build affordable housing between the frontage roads.

This is a mining town so time to dig some tunnels. Seen 1000 times in European cities, where this concept is fully implemented and embraced.

Thank you

Web

63 jack Fenton Please landscape the Kimball Junction exit.

It was rebuilt for the 2002 Olympics, with many artists renderings showing sculptures on the 6 cement blocks & aspens trees etc.

It's been 21 years, and not a single tree planted.

Park City is an economic powerhouse in Utah, and the entry SUCKS. Visually.

Web

64 Glenn Wright I am in favor of the option that depresses RT 234 at Ute and Olympic intersections Web



65 JC Grosvenor C does nothing but kick the can down the road.

Option B is the most forward looking as it will move the most traffic from I-80 towards the resorts, and from the resorts to I-80. However, it needs a new bridge
across I-80 similar to the bridge illustration in Option A. This bridge must be a connector, back and forth, from Rasmussen to Landmark to facilitate local traffic while
keeping local traffic from the 224 interchange.

Web

66 Tyler Pulsipher I’m working in deer valley and the traffic lights at kimball junction are an absolute joke. Even in the off season you can sit sometimes up to four light changes and the
timing of the lights do not accommodate traffic.

Web

67 Chuck ESCOTO Go with alternative B. Or do an over pass around Kimball Junction Web

68 Kelly Gallagher Hello, I have some comments regarding the criteria, measures and data. As a preface, I'm an engineer living in Jeremy Ranch and using Kimball Junction, so data is
critical to a good decision. I'm pretty sure you already have all of my comments in your criteria, but here goes:

Primary criteria should be to minimize both the amount of time a car needs to get through the Junction intersections including NS and EW, and also minimize the
number of steps a walking person needs to cross the same intersections. Bikes are not a huge issue as there are very few bikes using the intersection
(comparatively). Measures/data - measure the number of cars going through the intersections, NS and EW. Do it in peak ski season to understand the real need,
shoulder season does not show the need to change anything (no real issues currently). Get a count of ridership on the buses and also the High Valley Transit
buses/vans/microbuses, from the administrators of the services. Bikes? I don't know of a good way to measure, but bikes are not used by folks to go shopping. But
anecdotally, I NEVER see bikes parked at shops where people will come out with bags of items they have purchased, like I have seen in Amsterdam and in Germany. I
only see bikes used for recreation, and the existing underpasses seem to be adequate. If there is data (or a way to get it) this would be useful. Walkers - get a count
on the number of times per day the crosswalk buttons are activated. Folks going out shopping will not go out of their way to walk an extra block to cross in the
underpass that is already in place - too far with packages. The existing crosswalk location is more convenient and is close to rapid transit, so this data should be
usable for projections in my opinion. A final thought is regarding parking/parking lots. If desired, use a drone to fly over the KJ area parking lots at predefined times
to photograph the parking lots, so you could count the cars. This could provide another set of data regarding cars in/out of KJ that are shopping as opposed to just
driving through. Thank you for your consideration, and I am really pleased with the thorough job you have been doing. Also your outreach is commendable.

Web

69 Ron Shultz We need sound walls between the fwy and frontage roads. Please! Web

70 Chris Mega No specific comments on any of the current proposals - The tradeoffs are difficult to understand as a layperson. As a realist, assuming a project goes through, please
pick the one that disrupts the Outlet areas the least. If the goal is to ease traffic to/from I80, there's little reason to disturb the already overblown retail spaces in the
outlets, whole foods, walmart area, along with 2200W and Overland Drive sections. No more rotaries please.

That said, in my lay opinion the traffic issues cannot be truly fixed at Kimball Junction. All that will be accomplished by any streamlining off I80 will be to get more
traffic, more quickly, to the next bottleneck at Canyons, and all the way into Park City. Funnelling quicker access to the backup at Canyons will just make the backup
on 224 accumulate faster, and guarantee it'll back up right back into Kimball Junction / Redstone area - only faster. As more and more businesses come into Kimball,
that invites more retail traffic, clogging the system even further.

Those trying to get outbound from Park City proper to I80 already have an alternative via Kearns and Rt.40. That is not always fun either, but that area could be an
area of focus too. If it were easier to get to 40, then 80, there's no reason to tweak Kimball. Much of the straight-through Kimball traffic would go away because
there's an uncluttered alternative.

One simple fix to Kimball is to allow longer left-turn only access to/from all the areas in Kimball - Redstone, UOP, McDonald's. Letting more cars make left turns
reduces the "single line" backup that happens because cars are unable to make a left during the tragically short light cycles.

I80/224 construction will be drudgery to live through, and my opinion within 18 months not solve any traffic issues, and will in fact create more because these
proposals do not invite discussion of a moratorium on overbuilding of condos, homes, or businesses in the Kimball / 224 area.

The committees have put a lot of work into this, which I respect and appreciate. I just think they're readying to spend money that doesn't need to be spent on this
particular problem. Traffic is traffic. Don't inconvenience the many for the sake of some that need to get on/off I80 two minutes quicker. Like any congested area (I
grew up outside Boston), just tell people to add 10 extra minutes to their commute, or leave 10 minutes earlier in the AM. 10 extra minutes will inevitably grow to
20... but that won't be because Kimball Junction needed tweaking. It's because more condos and retail got built, and money seems to win over convenience.

(Heaven save us from the Olympics. It's great they might return, but Kimball construction today will not make a dent in that impending traffic fiasco.)

Thanks for listening.

Web

71 Duncan Silver Alternative B is the best idea, but can be improved. Web

72 Carol Giffen Wildlife crossing 224 currently pose a risk to vehicles and bicycles, and usually end very badly for the wildlife. While these might not be threatened or engaged
species, they are here and it is a safety issue. Could the screening criteria be expanded to acknowledge this issue and assess alternatives for mitigating approaches?
Or at least not preclude possible modifications to address this safety issue?

Web

73 Gregory Proffit Do nothing: seasonally and temporally, there are some backups at the Junction. Tolerate it. Don't build more lanes to attract more private auto traffic! I'm a Kimball
Junction resident and I know how to ignore / work around Dysfunction Junction. Do something: replace the night sky clogging with down.lighting. And install sound
walls for us. I-80 is deafening and we'd like some relief from the noise. Thank you for your consideration.

Web

74 Carol Giffen I would like to see more specific screening criteria to assess the options for both ease of snow plowing/removal and mitigation of flooding due to large quantities of
water from snowmelt. These situations are clearly part of the 224 environment.

Web

75 Thank you for your stewardship and continued efforts to find relief to traffic congestion caused by active growth. Web

76 Linda & David George Kimball Junction experiences very high volumes of traffic year-round, and with population growth and ongoing interest from regional and international visitors, the
volume will continue to increase.

 - An incremental approach such as Alternative C is not enough.

 - We strongly support Alternative B: grade separated intersections. This phrase from the description is key: "separate local and through traffic in the area."

 - Alternative A is problematic because while it does route traffic differently, Landmark Drive is busy too.

[As a side note, direct access from I-80 to the Ecker Hill Park and Ride could help in addition to Alt B. When drivers see the SR-224 exit backed up they could make a
quick change toward the Park & Ride. That, plus the use of dedicated bus lanes on SR-224, should help move day visitors through Kimball Jct area.]

Thank you for your work on this project.

Web

77 Dara OReilly I am against moving forward with any of proposed designs ideas.The dollars, construction, delays, pollution, and more. Will not solve the problem which is limited to
a couple hours a day at worst.

Before moving forward on any next steps, I. Want to see a current wildlife, traffic, water and environmental study completed by outdidethrird part/

Web

Christopher M. Conabe
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From: Carissa Watanabe
To: Carissa Watanabe
Cc: Spoor, Heidi K.
Subject: Kimball Junction EIS - Alternatives Development & Screening Report
Date: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:33:25 AM
Attachments: UDOT_KJEIS_ScreeningReport_Factsheet_Summary_WEB_2-26-2024.pdf

UDOT_KJEIS_ScreeningReport_Factsheet_AltA_WEB_2-26-2024.pdf
UDOT_KJEIS_ScreeningReport_Factsheet_AltB_WEB_2-26-2024.pdf
UDOT_KJEIS_ScreeningReport_Factsheet_AltC_WEB_2-26-2024.pdf

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello,
Thank you for participating in the environmental review process for the Kimball Junction Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS). Since our last communication, the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT)
has been working to refine the alternatives and evaluate them through the Alternatives Screening
process. This process is documented in the draft Alternatives Development and Screening Results
Report and is now available to the cooperating and participating agencies and the public on the study
website (https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/). Attached are fact sheets describing the alternatives
and summarizing the alternative development and screening process.

The release of this report will be followed by a 30‑day public comment period, which starts today,
February 26, 2024. We are asking the cooperating and participating agencies and the public to comment
on the alternatives screening process, the initial impacts, the alternatives advanced for detailed
evaluation in the Draft EIS, and any new alternatives for consideration.

Please provide comments on the draft Alternatives Development and Screening Report no later than
March 18, 2024, to Heidi Spoor of HDR by email at Heidi.Spoor@hdrinc.com or by postal mail using the
address listed below.

Ms. Heidi Spoor
HDR, Inc.
2825 E. Cottonwood Parkway, Suite 200
Salt Lake City, UT 84121-7077
Heidi.Spoor@hdrinc.com

If you have any questions, please contact me at (503) 939-3798 or cwatanabe@utah.gov. Thank you for
your participation and interest in this project.

Sincerely,
 
Carissa
 
Carissa Watanabe | Environmental Program Manager
UDOT | UTAH DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Work 503.939.3798
Email cwatanabe@utah.gov | www.udot.utah.gov

mailto:cwatanabe@utah.gov
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ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT
AND SCREENING REPORT


EIS ALTERNATIVE SCREENING PROCESS
Level 3 screening criteria eliminated alternatives (potential transportation improvements) that do 
not meet the purpose and need of the project. Level 4 screening criteria eliminated alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need but would have unreasonable impacts on the natural and human 
environment, would not meet regulatory requirements, or could be replaced by a less costly 
concept with similar impacts. 


LEVEL 3 SCREENING
UDOT conducted an initial tra�c evaluation on the conceptual alternatives from the 2021 Area Plan.
All the conceptual alternative designs were refined and the refined alternatives were carried through
the full Level 3 screening process. Alternative B did not meet the project purpose and did not pass 
Level 3 screening—however, it was carried forward in Level 4 screening for comparison.


LEVEL 4 SCREENING
Two alternatives, refined Alternatives A and C, passed Level 4 screening and are being advanced for 
detailed impacts analysis in the Draft EIS. Because refined Alternative B does not meet the purpose 
of the project and would have the most Waters of the US (WOTUS) impacts, the most relocations, 
and the highest cost without substantially greater benefits, it was not advanced for further 
evaluation in the Draft EIS.


The purpose of the Kimball Junction Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is to address 
transportation-related safety and mobility for all users of the Kimball Junction area by:
• Improving operations and travel times on SR-224 from the I-80 interchange through Olympic Pkwy.
• Improving safety by reducing vehicle queues on I-80 o�-ramps
• Improving pedestrian and bicyclist mobility and accessibility throughout the evaluation area
• Maintaining or improving transit travel times through the evaluation area


PHONE: 435-255-3186   WEB: KimballJunctionEIS.udot.utah.gov   EMAIL: kimballjunctioneis@utah.gov 


LEVEL 3 SCREENING:
Purpose & Need


• Travel times and intersection 
operating conditions


• Vehicle queue lengths
• Improving bicycle/pedestrian


mobility and accessibility


LEVEL 1


• Fatal flaw analysis
- Causes irreconcilable environmental


or community impacts?
- Infeasible or unreasonable?


• Problems & opportunities
- Improves interchange capacity/vehicle mobility? 
- Maintains/improves multimodal travel options, health, 


and safety for pedestrians, cyclists, transit users?
- Supports operation/reliability of the SR-224 BRT?


(over 30 alternatives evaluated)


LEVEL 2


• Tra�c performance, pedestrian and cyclist safety
• Preliminary environmental e�ects and


community support
(3 alternatives advanced to EIS)


LEVEL 4 SCREENING:
Impacts & Cost


• Threatened & endangered species
• Waters of the US
• Relocations
• Land use
• Cost


Draft EIS: Detailed
 impact analysis


Level 4 Screening


Update alternatives
as needed


A
rea P


lan
E


IS


Screening of conceptual alternatives


Develop conceptual alternatives


Define study area


Refine alternatives


Level 3 Screening


Area Plan


EIS







Criteria Measure Data What does this 
mean to me?


Existing Conditions 
(2022)


2050 No-Action 
Alternative


Alternative A (Refined)
Split-Diamond Interchange 


With Intersection 
Improvements


Alternative B (concept 
from Area Plan) 


(intersections fail: not 
fully evaluated)


Alternative B (Refined)
Grade-Separated Intersections 
With One-Way Frontage Roads 


To The I-80 Interchange


Alternative C (Refined)
Intersection Improvements 


With Pedestrian 
Enhancements


Level 3 - Purpose & Need


Improving operations & 
travel times on SR-224 
from I-80 interchange 


through Olympic 
Parkway


Provides reliable through-
tra�c travel time on SR-224 
during the AM and PM peak 


hour? (yes/no)


Travel time
(average speed in mph)


I’m not stuck in slow 
moving trac


AM SB - 6:15 (17)
PM NB - 7:45 (13)


AM SB - 11:30 (9)
PM NB - 9:30 (11)


Yes:
AM SB - 4:30 (25)
PM NB - 4:15 (23)


Not evaluated
Yes:


AM SB - 3:15 (33)
PM NB - 2:45 (37)


Yes:
AM SB - 3:15 (33)
PM NB - 3:45 (26)


Meets a level of service of 
LOS D for as many 


intersections as possible.


Number of intersections 
at LOS E or F


I’m not sitting through 
multiple light cycles all 


the time


AM - 1
PM - 2


AM - 1
PM - 5


AM - 1
PM - 0


AM – 2
PM – 8


AM - 0
PM - 0


AM - 0
PM - 0


Improving safety 
by eliminating vehicle 


queues on I-80 
o�-ramps


Is the percent served 
improved during the peak 


hour? (yes/no)
Percent served I can travel through 


the area 99% 86% Yes: 100% No: 92% AM, 79% PM Yes: 100% Yes: 100%


Are the o�-ramp vehicle 
queue lengths eliminated on 
I-80 mainline through lanes? 


(yes/no)


Length of vehicle queue  
(feet)


Trac isn’t backed up on 
the I-80 mainline No: 2,600 No: >5,000 Yes: 600 No: >5,000 Yes: 900 Yes: 400


Maintaining or improving 
transit travel times 


through evaluation area


Does the alternative maintain 
or improve the SR-224 BRT 
transit travel times through 


the evaluation area? (yes/no)


Total BRT Travel Time (NB+SB, AM+PM) 
Savings from No-Action
(min:sec)


Public transportation will 
work more eciently N/A 16:30 14:00


Yes: (- 2:30)
Not evaluated 14:15


Yes (- 2:15)
14:30


Yes (- 2:00)


Improving pedestrian 
& bicyclist mobility and 


accessibility through 
evaluation area


Does the level of tra�c stress 
improve in the vicinity of 


SR-224? (yes/no)


Level of Tra�c Stress (LTS) 
(1-4 scale, L1 - low stress, 
L4 - high stress)


Pedestrians and cyclists can 
travel better in the area


Yes:
Trail - L1


Intersections - LTS3


Yes:
Trail - L1


Intersections - LTS3


Yes:
Ped Undercrossing improves 


Ute crossing to LTS1
Not evaluated


No: (same as No-Action) 
Trail – LTS1


Intersections – LTS3


Yes:
Ped Undercrossing improves 


Ute crossing to LTS1
Do the walk times improve 
for key origin-destination 


pairs? (yes/no)


Total Walk Time Savings from No-Action 
for 4 O/D Pairs (min:sec)


Pedestrians and cyclists 
have higher level of 


comfort
53:30 54:00 52:30


Yes: (- 1:30)
Not evaluated 57:45


No: (+ 3:45)
53:45


Yes: (- 0:15)


Level 4 Screening - Cost and Impacts to the Built and Natural Environment


Natural 
Environment 


Impacts


Threatened and Endangered 
Species


Acres
How will this impact 


protected species in the 
area?


- - 0 Not evaluated 0.001 0.001


Wetlands & Waters of the 
United States


Acres and types of aquatic resources
(ditches, open water, wetlands, perennial 
streams)


How will this impact 
federally protected 


wetlands and waters?
- - 0.131 Not evaluated 0.186 0.012


Section 4(f) resources
Number and type of 
Section 4(f) use


Lands from a historic site or 
protected public resources - - 0 Not evaluated 0 0


Built
Environment


Impacts


Relocations
Number of potential residential 
or business relocations


Potential property impacts 
to community members - - 0 Not evaluated 3 businesses


0 residential 0


Land Use Compatibility with current land use plans Does it meet our 
community land use goals? - - Yes Not evaluated No Yes


Cost Construction Cost Estimate $2025 in millions What is the expense to the 
statewide community? - - $108M Not evaluated $201M $41M


SCREENING RESULTS SUMMARY (More detailed information in Draft Alternatives Development and Screening Results Report Tables 5-2 & 5-4)


Criteria Measure Data What does this 
mean to me?


Existing Conditions 
(2022)


2050 No-Action 
Alternative


Alternative A (Refined)
Split-Diamond Interchange 


With Intersection 
Improvements


Alternative B (concept 
from Area Plan) 


(intersections fail: not 
fully evaluated)


Alternative B (Refined)
Grade-Separated Intersections 
With One-Way Frontage Roads 


To The I-80 Interchange


Alternative C (Refined)
Intersection Improvements 


With Pedestrian 
Enhancements


Level 3 - Purpose & Need


Improving operations & 
travel times on SR-224 
from I-80 interchange 


through Olympic 
Parkway


Provides reliable through-
tra�c travel time on SR-224 
during the AM and PM peak 


hour? (yes/no)


Travel time
(average speed in mph)


I’m not stuck in slow 
moving trac


AM SB - 6:15 (17)
PM NB - 7:45 (13)


AM SB - 11:30 (9)
PM NB - 9:30 (11)


Yes:
AM SB - 4:30 (25)
PM NB - 4:15 (23)


Not evaluated
Yes:


AM SB - 3:15 (33)
PM NB - 2:45 (37)


Yes:
AM SB - 3:15 (33)
PM NB - 3:45 (26)


Meets a level of service of 
LOS D for as many 


intersections as possible.


Number of intersections 
at LOS E or F


I’m not sitting through 
multiple light cycles all 


the time


AM - 1
PM - 2


AM - 1
PM - 5


AM - 1
PM - 0


AM – 2
PM – 8


AM - 0
PM - 0


AM - 0
PM - 0


Improving safety 
by eliminating vehicle 


queues on I-80 
o�-ramps


Is the percent served 
improved during the peak 


hour? (yes/no)
Percent served I can travel through 


the area 99% 86% Yes: 100% No: 92% AM, 79% PM Yes: 100% Yes: 100%


Are the o�-ramp vehicle 
queue lengths eliminated on 
I-80 mainline through lanes? 


(yes/no)


Length of vehicle queue  
(feet)


Trac isn’t backed up on 
the I-80 mainline No: 2,600 No: >5,000 Yes: 600 No: >5,000 Yes: 900 Yes: 400


Maintaining or improving 
transit travel times 


through evaluation area


Does the alternative maintain 
or improve the SR-224 BRT 
transit travel times through 


the evaluation area? (yes/no)


Total BRT Travel Time (NB+SB, AM+PM) 
Savings from No-Action
(min:sec)


Public transportation will 
work more eciently N/A 16:30 14:00


Yes: (- 2:30)
Not evaluated 14:15


Yes (- 2:15)
14:30


Yes (- 2:00)


Improving pedestrian 
& bicyclist mobility and 


accessibility through 
evaluation area


Does the level of tra�c stress 
improve in the vicinity of 


SR-224? (yes/no)


Level of Tra�c Stress (LTS) 
(1-4 scale, L1 - low stress, 
L4 - high stress)


Pedestrians and cyclists can 
travel better in the area


Yes:
Trail - L1


Intersections - LTS3


Yes:
Trail - L1


Intersections - LTS3


Yes:
Ped Undercrossing improves 


Ute crossing to LTS1
Not evaluated


No: (same as No-Action) 
Trail – LTS1


Intersections – LTS3


Yes:
Ped Undercrossing improves 


Ute crossing to LTS1
Do the walk times improve 
for key origin-destination 


pairs? (yes/no)


Total Walk Time Savings from No-Action 
for 4 O/D Pairs (min:sec)


Pedestrians and cyclists 
have higher level of 


comfort
53:30 54:00 52:30


Yes: (- 1:30)
Not evaluated 57:45


No: (+ 3:45)
53:45


Yes: (- 0:15)


Level 4 Screening - Cost and Impacts to the Built and Natural Environment


Natural 
Environment 


Impacts


Threatened and Endangered 
Species


Acres
How will this impact 


protected species in the 
area?


- - 0 Not evaluated 0.001 0.001


Wetlands & Waters of the 
United States


Acres and types of aquatic resources
(ditches, open water, wetlands, perennial 
streams)


How will this impact 
federally protected 


wetlands and waters?
- - 0.131 Not evaluated 0.186 0.012


Section 4(f) resources
Number and type of 
Section 4(f) use


Lands from a historic site or 
protected public resources - - 0 Not evaluated 0 0


Built
Environment


Impacts


Relocations
Number of potential residential 
or business relocations


Potential property impacts 
to community members - - 0 Not evaluated 3 businesses


0 residential 0


Land Use Compatibility with current land use plans Does it meet our 
community land use goals? - - Yes Not evaluated No Yes


Cost Construction Cost Estimate $2025 in millions What is the expense to the 
statewide community? - - $108M Not evaluated $201M $41M


SCREENING RESULTS SUMMARY (More detailed information in Draft Alternatives Development and Screening Results Report Tables 5-2 & 5-4)







The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental laws for this 
project are being, or have been, carried out by UDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Understanding 
dated May 26, 2022, and executed by FHWA and UDOT.


PROCESS & SCHEDULE


PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT


UDOT is asking for public input on the Alternatives Development and Screening Report. 
Please provide comments on the alternative screening process in the report, the initial 
impacts analysis, and the alternatives advanced for detailed evaluation in the Draft EIS.


30-DAY COMMENT PERIOD
FEBRUARY 26 - MARCH 27, 2024


COMMENTS CAN BE SUBMITTED THROUGH:


KimballJunctionEIS.udot.utah.gov KimballJunctionEIS@utah.gov


Kimball Junction EIS c/o HDR
2825 E. Cottonwood Parkway, Suite 200
Cottonwood Heights, UT 84121


435-255-3168


PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT ACTIVITIES:


WEBSITEPUBLIC COMMENT
PERIOD SOCIAL MEDIALOCAL GOVERNMENT


PRESENTATIONS


Individuals Requiring Accommodations: For those without internet access or needing accommodations 
including but not limited to translation or captioning, please notify the project team by March 18, 2024
at 435-255-3168 for assistance with viewing materials or providing comments.


• Council 
Presentations


• Open house
• 37-day 


comment 
period 


• Public 
engagement


• 30-day 
comment 
period 


• Council 
Presentations


• Public 
engagement


• 30-day comment 
period 


• Council 
Presentations


• Public hearing
• 45-day 


comment 
period


• Public
engagement


• Public
engagement


• Public
engagement


ONGOING STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 


REGULAR UPDATES WILL BE PROVIDED TO THE PUBLIC THROUGH EMAIL, SOCIAL MEDIA, AND THE STUDY WEBSITE


NEPA SCOPING
Winter 2022 - 
Spring 2023


ALTERNATIVES
DEVELOPMENT 
& REFINEMENT
Spring 2023 - 
Summer 2023


ALTERNATIVES 
SCREENING & 
PREPARE DRAFT EIS
Summer 2023 -
Spring 2024


Current Phase


DRAFT EIS
Spring 2024 - 
Summer 2024


FINAL EIS AND 
RECORD OF 
DECISION
Fall 2024


PRE-SCOPING
Spring 2022 - 
Fall 2022


AREA PLAN 
ALTERNATIVE 
CONCEPT 
DEVELOPMENT
2020 - 2021


2/26/24








PHONE: 435-255-3186   WEB: KimballJunctionEIS.udot.utah.gov   EMAIL: kimballjunctioneis@utah.gov 


DESCRIPTION
This alternative consists of a split-diamond interchange configuration on I-80 with intersection and pedestrian improvements on SR-224. The existing 
single-point urban interchange (SPUI) at Kimball Junction would be converted into a tight-diamond configuration (tra�c signals at each o�-ramp), and 
the interchange tra�c would be split between the existing location at SR-224 and a new intersection with a bridge crossing I-80 to the west of SR-224.


The split-diamond interchange would disperse tra�c between the new access and SR-224 by providing easier access to residential and commercial 
locations in the Kimball Junction area. One-way roads for both eastbound and westbound directions would connect the two intersections and tie into 
the on- and o�-ramps for I-80. The shared-use path on the south side of I-80 would continue in the future for pedestrian comfort. 


A pedestrian undercrossing at Ute Boulevard and intersection improvements along SR-224 are proposed to move all users more e�ciently through the 
area. Intersection improvements include adding northbound and southbound through lanes on SR-224 between Olympic Parkway and I-80.


BENEFITS
Provides new access points, better tra�c 
dispersion, and direct access into the Kimball 
Junction area on the south side of I-80


Pedestrian undercrossing would increase 
connectivity and comfort


Improves travel time and mobility


Minimize queuing onto I-80


ALTERNATIVE A (REFINED)
SPLIT-DIAMOND INTERCHANGE WITH INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS


224


Ut
e 


Bl
vd


.


Rasmussen Rd.
Kilby Rd.


2200 W.


Hi
ghland Dr.


Newpark Blvd.


Redstone Ave.


Bear


Cub Dr.


Landmark Dr.


To Salt Lake City


Pheasant Way


Ol
ym


pic
 Pk


wy.


Existing Trail Network (Active Transportation)


SPUI: Single-point urban interchange where 
the streams of left-turning tra�c do not cross


Frontage road length reduced and turn lanes 
added on frontage roads around western end of 
new interchange


1


Roundabout at Ute/Landmark 
replaced with signalized intersection 
to accommodate increased traffic 
from interchange


3


Minor turn lane reconfigurations 
to add no-stop right turns


2


North-south trail between Ute and Olympic 
shifted away from SR-224 and pedestrian 
ramps lengthened to meet ADA design 
requirements


4


Bus rapid transit (BRT) 
lane included at Olympic


5
New trail connection
at southeast corner


6
New eastbound lane from 
SR-224 to Olympic roundabout 
added and extended


7


1


3


2


4


5
6
7


CHANGES FROM SCOPING PHASE TO SCREENING PHASE


2/26/24


Newpark Blvd.


Split-diamond interchange
with bridge crossing


Add third travel lane in both directions
on SR-224 from Olympic to Ute


Intersection
improvements


Pedestrian undercrossing


One-way
roads


Based on initial tra�c 
results, all the conceptual 
alternative designs were 
refined to meet projected 
2050 tra�c growth and 
applicable design 
standards for screening.







PHONE: 435-255-3186   WEB: KimballJunctionEIS.udot.utah.gov   EMAIL: kimballjunctioneis@utah.gov 


Criteria Measure Data What does this mean to me? Existing Conditions 
(2022)


2050 No-Action 
Alternative


Alternative A (Refined)
Split-Diamond Interchange With 


Intersection Improvements
Evaluation Considerations


Level 3 - Purpose & Need


Improving operations & travel 
times on SR-224 from I-80 


interchange through Olympic 
Parkway


Provides reliable through-tra�c travel time on 
SR-224 during the AM and PM peak hour? (yes/no)


Travel time
(average speed in mph) I’m not stuck in slow moving trac


AM SB - 6:15 (17)
PM NB - 7:45 (13)


AM SB - 11:30 (9)
PM NB - 9:30 (11)


Yes:
AM SB - 4:30 (25)
PM NB - 4:15 (23)


- Substantial improvement over No-Action 
and Existing conditions


- Least e�cient among build alternatives


Meets a level of service of LOS D for as many 
intersections as possible.


Number of intersections 
at LOS E or F


I’m not sitting through multiple light 
cycles all the time


AM - 1
PM - 2


AM - 1
PM - 5


AM - 1
PM - 0


Improving safety by 
eliminating vehicle queues on 


I-80 o�-ramps


Is the percent served improved during the peak 
hour? (yes/no)


Percent served I can travel through the area 99% 86% Yes - 100%


Are the o�-ramp vehicle queue lengths eliminated 
on I-80 mainline through lanes? (yes/no)


Length of vehicle queue  
(feet)


Trac isn’t backed up on the I-80 
mainline No: 2,600 No:  >5,000 Yes: 600


Maintaining or improving 
transit travel times through 


evaluation area


Does the alternative maintain or improve the 
SR-224 BRT transit travel times through the 


evaluation area? (yes/no)


Total BRT Travel Time (NB+SB, AM+PM) Savings 
from No-Action
(min:sec)


Public transportation will work more 
eciently N/A 16:30 14:00


Yes: (- 2:30)
- Most transit time savings


Improving pedestrian 
& bicyclist mobility and 


accessibility through 
evaluation area


Does the level of tra�c stress improve in the  
vicinity of SR-224? (yes/no)


Level of Tra�c Stress (LTS) 
(1-4 scale, L1 - low stress, 
L4 - high stress)


Pedestrians and cyclists can travel better 
in the area


Yes:
Trail - L1


Intersections - LTS3


Yes:
Trail - L1


Intersections - LTS3


Yes:
Ped Undercrossing improves Ute 


crossing to LTS1


Do the walk times improve for key 
origin-destination pairs? (yes/no)


Total Walk Time Savings from No-Action for 4 O/D 
Pairs (min:sec)


Pedestrians and cyclists have higher level 
of comfort 53:30 54:00 52:30


Yes: (- 1:30)
- Most pedestrian walk time savings


Level 4 Screening - Cost and Impacts to the Built and Natural Environment


Natural 
Environment 


Impacts


Threatened and Endangered Species Acres How will this impact protected species in 
the area? - - 0


Wetlands & Waters of the United States Acres and types of aquatic resources
(ditches, open water, wetlands, perennial streams)


How will this impact federally protected 
wetlands and waters? - - 0.131 - Medium wetland impact


Section 4(f) resources
Number and type of 
Section 4(f) use


Lands from a historic site or protected 
public resources - - 0


Built
Environment


Impacts


Relocations
Number of potential residential 
or business relocations


Potential property impacts to community 
members - - 0 - Large footprint outside of existing 


SR-224 corridor and parking impacts


Land Use Compatibility with current land use plans Does it meet our community land use 
goals? - - Yes


Cost Construction Cost Estimate $2025 in millions What is the expense to the statewide 
community? - - $108M - Medium/high cost 


- Medium construction complexity


Criteria Measure Data What does this mean to me? Existing Conditions 
(2022)


2050 No-Action 
Alternative


Alternative A (Refined)
Split-Diamond Interchange With 


Intersection Improvements
Evaluation Considerations


Level 3 - Purpose & Need


Improving operations & travel 
times on SR-224 from I-80 


interchange through Olympic 
Parkway


Provides reliable through-tra�c travel time on 
SR-224 during the AM and PM peak hour? (yes/no)


Travel time
(average speed in mph) I’m not stuck in slow moving trac


AM SB - 6:15 (17)
PM NB - 7:45 (13)


AM SB - 11:30 (9)
PM NB - 9:30 (11)


Yes:
AM SB - 4:30 (25)
PM NB - 4:15 (23)


- Substantial improvement over No-Action 
and Existing conditions


- Least e�cient among build alternatives


Meets a level of service of LOS D for as many 
intersections as possible.


Number of intersections 
at LOS E or F


I’m not sitting through multiple light 
cycles all the time


AM - 1
PM - 2


AM - 1
PM - 5


AM - 1
PM - 0


Improving safety by 
eliminating vehicle queues on 


I-80 o�-ramps


Is the percent served improved during the peak 
hour? (yes/no)


Percent served I can travel through the area 99% 86% Yes - 100%


Are the o�-ramp vehicle queue lengths eliminated 
on I-80 mainline through lanes? (yes/no)


Length of vehicle queue  
(feet)


Trac isn’t backed up on the I-80 
mainline No: 2,600 No:  >5,000 Yes: 600


Maintaining or improving 
transit travel times through 


evaluation area


Does the alternative maintain or improve the 
SR-224 BRT transit travel times through the 


evaluation area? (yes/no)


Total BRT Travel Time (NB+SB, AM+PM) Savings 
from No-Action
(min:sec)


Public transportation will work more 
eciently N/A 16:30 14:00


Yes: (- 2:30)
- Most transit time savings


Improving pedestrian 
& bicyclist mobility and 


accessibility through 
evaluation area


Does the level of tra�c stress improve in the  
vicinity of SR-224? (yes/no)


Level of Tra�c Stress (LTS) 
(1-4 scale, L1 - low stress, 
L4 - high stress)


Pedestrians and cyclists can travel better 
in the area


Yes:
Trail - L1


Intersections - LTS3


Yes:
Trail - L1


Intersections - LTS3


Yes:
Ped Undercrossing improves Ute 


crossing to LTS1


Do the walk times improve for key 
origin-destination pairs? (yes/no)


Total Walk Time Savings from No-Action for 4 O/D 
Pairs (min:sec)


Pedestrians and cyclists have higher level 
of comfort 53:30 54:00 52:30


Yes: (- 1:30)
- Most pedestrian walk time savings


Level 4 Screening - Cost and Impacts to the Built and Natural Environment


Natural 
Environment 


Impacts


Threatened and Endangered Species Acres How will this impact protected species in 
the area? - - 0


Wetlands & Waters of the United States Acres and types of aquatic resources
(ditches, open water, wetlands, perennial streams)


How will this impact federally protected 
wetlands and waters? - - 0.131 - Medium wetland impact


Section 4(f) resources
Number and type of 
Section 4(f) use


Lands from a historic site or protected 
public resources - - 0


Built
Environment


Impacts


Relocations
Number of potential residential 
or business relocations


Potential property impacts to community 
members - - 0 - Large footprint outside of existing 


SR-224 corridor and parking impacts


Land Use Compatibility with current land use plans Does it meet our community land use 
goals? - - Yes


Cost Construction Cost Estimate $2025 in millions What is the expense to the statewide 
community? - - $108M - Medium/high cost 


- Medium construction complexity








PHONE: 435-255-3186   WEB: KimballJunctionEIS.udot.utah.gov   EMAIL: kimballjunctioneis@utah.gov 


DESCRIPTION
This alternative consists of grade-separated intersections at Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway that would help separate local and through tra�c in 
the area. SR-224 would remain at or close to its current location horizontally but would be depressed below the surface streets through Kimball 
Junction. Entrance ramps would diverge from SR-224 to create a one-way frontage road system. Vehicles heading northbound from SR-224 to I-80 
eastbound would exit onto the northbound frontage road south of Olympic Boulevard to continue north and use the existing on-ramp.  


The existing pedestrian undercrossing south of Olympic Parkway would be relocated. Olympic Parkway and Ute Boulevard would tie into the 
frontage system at intersections, crossing over SR-224 on bridges.


ALTERNATIVE B (REFINED)
GRADE-SEPARATED INTERSECTIONS WITH ONE-WAY FRONTAGE ROADS TO THE I-80 INTERCHANGE


BENEFITS
By depressing the road through the
Kimball Junction area, there would be
fewer above-ground visual impacts


Improves travel time and mobility


Minimize queuing onto I-80
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4


1
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2


Existing Trail Network (Active Transportation)


Walls


Added additional lane to 
on-ramp


1
Modified right-turn lane configuration


Added additional right-turn lane to I-80


2


Turning and through lanes added
at Ute


3
Second lane added to southern approach at Ute and 
Landmark roundabout


4


Turning and through lanes added at Olympic


Incorporated bus rapid transit (BRT) lanes at the intersection of SR-224 and Olympic


5


Updated northbound exit from one lane to two lanes onto frontage road


Relocated and refined pedestrian undercrossing south of Olympic and trail connections updated to 
meet ADA design requirements


6


2/26/24


CHANGES FROM SCOPING PHASE TO SCREENING PHASE


Based on initial tra�c 
results, all the conceptual 
alternative designs were
refined to meet projected 
2050 tra�c growth and 
applicable design 
standards for screening.


Criteria Measure Data What does this mean to me? Existing Conditions 
(2022)


2050 No-Action 
Alternative


Alternative A (Refined)
Split-Diamond Interchange With 


Intersection Improvements
Evaluation Considerations


Level 3 - Purpose & Need


Improving operations & travel 
times on SR-224 from I-80 


interchange through Olympic 
Parkway


Provides reliable through-tra�c travel time on 
SR-224 during the AM and PM peak hour? (yes/no)


Travel time
(average speed in mph) I’m not stuck in slow moving trac


AM SB - 6:15 (17)
PM NB - 7:45 (13)


AM SB - 11:30 (9)
PM NB - 9:30 (11)


Yes:
AM SB - 4:30 (25)
PM NB - 4:15 (23)


- Substantial improvement over No-Action 
and Existing conditions


- Least e�cient among build alternatives


Meets a level of service of LOS D for as many 
intersections as possible.


Number of intersections 
at LOS E or F


I’m not sitting through multiple light 
cycles all the time


AM - 1
PM - 2


AM - 1
PM - 5


AM - 1
PM - 0


Improving safety by 
eliminating vehicle queues on 


I-80 o�-ramps


Is the percent served improved during the peak 
hour? (yes/no)


Percent served I can travel through the area 99% 86% Yes - 100%


Are the o�-ramp vehicle queue lengths eliminated 
on I-80 mainline through lanes? (yes/no)


Length of vehicle queue  
(feet)


Trac isn’t backed up on the I-80 
mainline No: 2,600 No:  >5,000 Yes: 600


Maintaining or improving 
transit travel times through 


evaluation area


Does the alternative maintain or improve the 
SR-224 BRT transit travel times through the 


evaluation area? (yes/no)


Total BRT Travel Time (NB+SB, AM+PM) Savings 
from No-Action
(min:sec)


Public transportation will work more 
eciently N/A 16:30 14:00


Yes: (- 2:30)
- Most transit time savings


Improving pedestrian 
& bicyclist mobility and 


accessibility through 
evaluation area


Does the level of tra�c stress improve in the  
vicinity of SR-224? (yes/no)


Level of Tra�c Stress (LTS) 
(1-4 scale, L1 - low stress, 
L4 - high stress)


Pedestrians and cyclists can travel better 
in the area


Yes:
Trail - L1


Intersections - LTS3


Yes:
Trail - L1


Intersections - LTS3


Yes:
Ped Undercrossing improves Ute 


crossing to LTS1


Do the walk times improve for key 
origin-destination pairs? (yes/no)


Total Walk Time Savings from No-Action for 4 O/D 
Pairs (min:sec)


Pedestrians and cyclists have higher level 
of comfort 53:30 54:00 52:30


Yes: (- 1:30)
- Most pedestrian walk time savings


Level 4 Screening - Cost and Impacts to the Built and Natural Environment


Natural 
Environment 


Impacts


Threatened and Endangered Species Acres How will this impact protected species in 
the area? - - 0


Wetlands & Waters of the United States Acres and types of aquatic resources
(ditches, open water, wetlands, perennial streams)


How will this impact federally protected 
wetlands and waters? - - 0.131 - Medium wetland impact


Section 4(f) resources
Number and type of 
Section 4(f) use


Lands from a historic site or protected 
public resources - - 0


Built
Environment


Impacts


Relocations
Number of potential residential 
or business relocations


Potential property impacts to community 
members - - 0 - Large footprint outside of existing 


SR-224 corridor and parking impacts


Land Use Compatibility with current land use plans Does it meet our community land use 
goals? - - Yes


Cost Construction Cost Estimate $2025 in millions What is the expense to the statewide 
community? - - $108M - Medium/high cost 


- Medium construction complexity


Interchange improvements


Grade separated
intersections
with bridge


Depressed road


Relocate existing pedestrian
undercrossing to the south


One-way frontage roads


Add additional lane on I-80
eastbound off-ramp







Criteria Measure Data What does this mean to me? Existing Conditions 
(2022)


2050 No-Action 
Alternative


Alternative B (Refined)
Grade-Separated Intersections With One-Way 


Frontage Roads To The I-80 Interchange
Evaluation Considerations


Level 3 - Purpose & Need


Improving operations 
& travel times on 
SR-224 from I-80 


interchange through 
Olympic Parkway


Provides reliable through-tra�c travel time on
SR-224 during the AM and PM peak hour? (yes/no)


Travel time
(average speed in mph) I’m not stuck in slow moving trac


AM SB - 6:15 (17)
PM NB - 7:45 (13)


AM SB - 11:30 (9)
PM NB - 9:30 (11)


Yes:
AM SB - 3:15 (33)
PM NB - 2:45 (37)


- Shortest PM northbound travel time


Meets a level of service of LOS D for as many 
intersections as possible.


Number of intersections 
at LOS E or F


I’m not sitting through multiple light 
cycles all the time


AM - 1
PM - 2


AM - 1
PM - 5


AM - 0
PM - 0


Improving safety by 
eliminating vehicle 
queues on I-80 o�-


ramps


Is the percent served improved during the peak 
hour? (yes/no)


Percent served I can travel through the area 99% 86% Yes: 100%


Are the o�-ramp vehicle queue lengths eliminated 
on I-80 mainline through lanes? (yes/no)


Length of vehicle queue  
(feet)


Trac isn’t backed up on the I-80 
mainline No: 2,600 No:  >5,000 Yes: 900


Maintaining or 
improving transit 


travel times through 
evaluation area


Does the alternative maintain or improve the 
SR-224 BRT transit travel times through the 


evaluation area? (yes/no)


Total BRT Travel Time (NB+SB, AM+PM) Savings 
from No-Action
(min:sec)


Public transportation will work more 
eciently N/A 16:30 14:15


Yes (- 2:15)


Improving pedestrian 
& bicyclist mobility 


and accessibility 
through evaluation 


area


Does the level of tra�c stress improve in the  
vicinity of SR-224? (yes/no)


Level of Tra�c Stress (LTS) 
(1-4 scale, L1 - low stress, 
L4 - high stress)


Pedestrians and cyclists can travel better 
in the area


Yes:
Trail - L1


Intersections - LTS3


Yes:
Trail - L1


Intersections - LTS3


No (same as No-Action): 
Trail – LTS1


Intersections – LTS3


- No improvement to pedestrian and 
cyclist travel stress


Do the walk times improve for key 
origin-destination pairs? (yes/no)


Total Walk Time Savings from No-Action for 4 O/D 
Pairs (min:sec)


Pedestrians and cyclists have higher level 
of comfort 53:30 54:00 57:45


No: (+ 3:45)
- Negative e�ect on pedestrian travel time 


and comfort


Level 4 Screening - Cost and Impacts to the Built and Natural Environment


Natural 
Environment 


Impacts


Threatened and Endangered Species Acres How will this impact protected species in 
the area? - - 0.001


Wetlands & Waters of the United States Acres and types of aquatic resources
(ditches, open water, wetlands, perennial streams)


How will this impact federally protected 
wetlands and waters? - - 0.186 - Highest wetland impact


Section 4(f) resources
Number and type of 
Section 4(f) use


Lands from a historic site or protected 
public resources - - 0


Built
Environment


Impacts


Relocations
Number of potential residential 
or business relocations


Potential property impacts to community 
members - - 3 businesses


0 residential


- 3 business relocations
- Most number of properties impacted


Land Use Compatibility with current land use plans Does it meet our community land use 
goals? - - No


- Wider footprint would not meet 
land use objective of a seamlessly 
connected neighborhood as well as 
other alternatives


Cost Construction Cost Estimate $2025 in millions What is the expense to the statewide 
community? - - $201M


- Highest cost 
- Highest construction complexity
- High complexity drainage due to 


depressed road and elevated water table


PHONE: 435-255-3186   WEB: KimballJunctionEIS.udot.utah.gov   EMAIL: kimballjunctioneis@utah.gov 
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ALTERNATIVE C (REFINED)
INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS WITH PEDESTRIAN ENHANCEMENTS


BENEFITS
Pedestrian undercrossing would
increase connectivity and comfort


Improves travel time and mobility


Minimize queuing onto I-80 


DESCRIPTION
This alternative consists of additional through travel lanes, additional turn lanes at the intersections to improve intersection e�ciency, and improvements for 
pedestrian and bicycle accessibility. 


Improvements include adding dual left turn lanes at Olympic Parkway for southbound-to-eastbound and northbound-to-westbound movement and building
a pedestrian undercrossing south of Ute Boulevard. This option would also include adding an additional northbound and southbound lane on SR-224 from 
Olympic Parkway to Ute Boulevard, along with extending the westbound-to-northbound right-turn lane on Newpark Boulevard and extending the 
eastbound-to-northbound dual left-turn lanes on Ute Boulevard.
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Existing Trail Network (Active Transportation)


SPUI: Single-point urban interchange 
where the streams of left-turning 
tra�c do not cross


Added additional lane to on-ramp
1


Double left turn instead of a triple left turn to westbound I-80


Minor turn lane reconfigurations at SPUI to add free right 
turns at ramps


2
Second lane added to 
southern approach at Ute 
and Landmark roundabout


3


North-south trail between Ute and Olympic shifted away from SR-224 and trail connection to 
pedestrian undercrossing lengthened to meet ADA requirements


Removed east-west crosswalks at Ute and Olympic to increase signal efficiency


Right turn lane added at Ute and Olympic to reduce traffic delay


4


Incorporated bus rapid transit 
(BRT) lanes at intersection of 
SR-224 and Olympic 


5
Trail connection 
added to southeast 
corner at Olympic


6
New eastbound lane from 
SR-224 to Olympic roundabout 
added and extended


7


2/26/24


CHANGES FROM SCOPING PHASE TO SCREENING PHASE


Based on initial tra�c 
results, all the conceptual 
alternative designs were
refined to meet projected 
2050 tra�c growth and 
applicable design 
standards for screening.


Add additional lane on I-80
eastbound off-ramp


Add third travel lane in both directions
on SR-224 from Olympic to Ute


Right-turn lane from the eastbound
I-80 off-ramp to Ute


Pedestrian
undercrossing


Extended left-turn lane
Extended right-turn lane
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Criteria Measure Data What does this mean to me? Existing Conditions 
(2022)


2050 No-Action 
Alternative


Alternative C (Refined)
Intersection Improvements With 


Pedestrian Enhancements
Evaluation Considerations


Level 3 - Purpose & Need


Improving operations & travel 
times on SR-224 from I-80 


interchange through Olympic 
Parkway


Provides reliable through-tra�c travel time on 
SR-224 during the AM and PM peak hour? (yes/no)


Travel time
(average speed in mph) I’m not stuck in slow moving trac


AM SB - 6:15 (17)
PM NB - 7:45 (13)


AM SB - 11:30 (9)
PM NB - 9:30 (11)


Yes:
AM SB - 3:15 (33)
PM NB - 3:45 (26)


- Similar AM SB travel time as 
Alternative B


Meets a level of service of LOS D for as many 
intersections as possible.


Number of intersections 
at LOS E or F


I’m not sitting through multiple light 
cycles all the time


AM - 1
PM - 2


AM - 1
PM - 5


AM - 0
PM - 0


Improving safety by 
eliminating vehicle queues on 


I-80 o�-ramps


Is the percent served improved during the peak 
hour? (yes/no)


Percent served I can travel through the area 99% 86% Yes: 100%


Are the o�-ramp vehicle queue lengths eliminated 
on I-80 mainline through lanes? (yes/no)


Length of vehicle queue  
(feet)


Trac isn’t backed up on the I-80 
mainline No: 2,600 No:  >5,000 Yes: 400 - Shortest I-80 vehicle queue


Maintaining or improving 
transit travel times through 


evaluation area


Does the alternative maintain or improve the 
SR-224 BRT transit travel times through the 


evaluation area? (yes/no)


Total BRT Travel Time (NB+SB, AM+PM) Savings 
from No-Action
(min:sec)


Public transportation will work more 
eciently N/A 16:30 14:30


Yes: (- 2:00)


Improving pedestrian 
& bicyclist mobility and 


accessibility through 
evaluation area


Does the level of tra�c stress improve in the  
vicinity of SR-224? (yes/no)


Level of Tra�c Stress (LTS) 
(1-4 scale, L1 - low stress, 
L4 - high stress)


Pedestrians and cyclists can travel better 
in the area


Yes:
Trail - L1


Intersections - LTS3


Yes:
Trail - L1


Intersections - LTS3


Yes:
Ped undercrossing improves 


Ute crossing to LTS1


Do the walk times improve for key 
origin-destination pairs? (yes/no)


Total Walk Time Savings from No-Action for 4 O/D 
Pairs (min:sec)


Pedestrians and cyclists have higher level 
of comfort 53:30 54:00 53:45


Yes: (- 0:15)


Level 4 Screening - Cost and Impacts to the Built and Natural Environment


Natural 
Environment 


Impacts


Threatened and Endangered Species Acres How will this impact protected species in 
the area? - - 0.001


Wetlands & Waters of the United States Acres and types of aquatic resources
(ditches, open water, wetlands, perennial streams)


How will this impact federally protected 
wetlands and waters? - - 0.012 - Lowest wetland impact


Section 4(f) resources
Number and type of 
Section 4(f) use


Lands from a historic site or protected 
public resources - - 0


Built
Environment


Impacts


Relocations
Number of potential residential 
or business relocations


Potential property impacts to community 
members - - 0 - Minor right-of-way acquisitions


Land Use Compatibility with current land use plans Does it meet our community land use 
goals? - - Yes


Cost Construction Cost Estimate $2025 in millions What is the expense to the statewide 
community? - - $41M - Lowest cost 


- Low construction complexity
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Product selection varies per location. Each Floor Coverings International® business is independently owned and operated.

Start your new year on the right floor.

during the Twenty-Twenty-FLOOR Event*.

Save 10%
on all floors 

Scan to 
Learn More!

Book now at booknowfci.com
or call us at 385-213-0484.

801-378-7751
www.OneDayEasy.com
1Free install is equal to 20% off the total project price. 2Financing offers a no payment - no interest feature 
(during the “promotional period”) on your purchase at an APR of 17.99%. No fi nance charges will accrue on your 
account during the promotional period, as set forth in your Truth in Lending Disclosures, and you will not have 
to pay a monthly payment until the promotional period has ended.  If you repay your purchase in full before the 
end of the promotional period you will not have to pay any fi nance charges. You may also prepay your account 
at any time without penalty. Financing is subject to credit requirements and satisfactory completion of fi nance 
documents. Any fi nance terms advertised are estimates only. Normal late charges apply once the promotional 
period has ended. Call 866-393-4573 for fi nancing costs and terms. Minimum purchase $9,999 required. See 
design consultant for details. Other restrictions may apply. New orders only. Offer not valid on previous sales or 
estimates and cannot be combined with other offers. Offer expires 2/25/24.

FREE
INSTALL

bathroom remodeling
projects1

12
MONTHS

no payments & no interest2

DESIGN
CONSULTATION

FREE
NO OBLIGATION

EXTENDED FOR A LIMITED TIME! EXTENDED FOR A LIMITED TIME!

BATHROOM REMODELING DONE RIGHT
Employee Installers
Easy Maintenance
Hassle Free Experience

Evening Appointments
Licensed & Insured
Flexible Payment Plans
Subject to credit approval.

Design Consultation Before 5-Star Installation After

4.7/5 4.8/5
(Company reviews across all branches as of 2/01/2024)

206,443+
COMPLETED BATHROOM

REMODELING JOBS

NOW IS THE TIME... UPGRADE YOUR BATHROOM TODAY!

YOU CAN’T GET THESE
STYLES ANYWHERE ELSE!

WEST SHORE HOME®

EXCLUSIVE WALLS

Classifieds

NOTICE
                                                                                                                        
An emergency hazardous waste permit (#UT-005-2024) has been issued to 
YRC Freight in Salt Lake County, Utah.  The permit authorizes YRC Freight 
to treat one container of unstable, hazardous waste of Glycidyl Methacrylate 
(1x100mL). The material was discovered onsite during the treatment event 
permitted by Emergency Permit #UT-003-2024 and was deemed unstable 
for transport, requiring treatment prior to shipment. Treatment will be con-
ducted onsite by the Reactive Materials Division of Clean Harbors Environ-
mental Services.

This permit was effective February 13, 2024, and expired February 14, 2024.  
For further information, or to request a copy of the permit, please contact 
Gabrielle Marinick of the Division of Waste Management and Radiation Con-
trol at 385-499-0172. In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, 
individuals with special needs (including auxiliary communicative aids and 
services) should contact LeAnn Johnson, Office of Human Resources, at 385-
226-4881, Telecommunications Relay Service 711, or by email at leannjohn-
son@utah.gov
SLT0026329

PUBLIC NOTICE
                                                                                                                   
OPPORTUNITY TO PROVIDE COMMENTS ON THE UDOT KIMBALL
JUNCTION ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ALTERNATIVES
DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING REPORT

The Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) is issuing this notice to an-
nounce a public comment period for the Kimball Junction Environmental Im-
pact Statement (EIS) Alternatives Development and Screening Report. This 
report identifies criteria and measures for evaluation, details the screening 
process (how UDOT moves options forward or eliminates them), and identi-
fies which alternatives (potential transportation improvements) are carried 
forward for detailed evaluation in the Draft EIS.

This report is part of an EIS which is being prepared to evaluate potential 
transportation solutions to improve multi-modal mobility along Interstate 80 
(I-80) and State Route 224 (SR-224) through the Kimball Junction area of 
Summit County.

The purpose of alternative screening is to identify alternatives that meet 
the project purpose and need, and to determine whether an alternative is 
reasonable under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), practicable 
under the Clean Water Act, and prudent and feasible under Section 4(f) of 
the Department of Transportation Act of 1966. UDOT is asking for public 
input on the alternative screening process, the initial impacts analysis, and 
the alternatives advanced for detailed evaluation in the Draft EIS.

Formal comments on the Alternatives Development and Screening Report 
will be accepted for 30 days from February 26 to March 27, 2024.

Written comments should be directed to Kimball Junction EIS, c/o HDR, 
2825 E Cottonwood Parkway #200, Cottonwood Heights, UT 84121, sub-
mitted on the project website, or emailed to kimballjunctioneis@utah.gov. 
Comments can also be submitted by leaving a voicemail or sending a text 
message to 435-255-3186. For more information, please visit the project 
website at https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.govhttps://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov.

Individuals without internet access or needing accommodations including 
but not limited to translation, captioning, reviewing materials, or submitting 
comments should notify the project team at 435-255-3186 or  
kimballjunctioneis@utah.govkimballjunctioneis@utah.gov by March 18, 2024.

The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by ap-
plicable federal environmental laws for this project are being or have been 
carried out by UDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Un-
derstanding dated May 26, 2022, and executed by the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration and UDOT.
SLT0026332

TERRY’S PLUMBING
Remodel/Repair Specialist

Senior DiscountSenior Discount  801-856-9875

****  AngelsHaulingJunk.com ****
ANGEL’S JUNK REMOVAL #1ANGEL’S JUNK REMOVAL #1

Winter CleanupWinter Cleanup, bsmts, yards, trees,
junk, demo. ANYTHING. ANYTIME.ANYTHING. ANYTIME.

Accepting Credit Cards
Licensed/Insured  801-897-9297

SUMMONS
The State of Utah To: Amanda Valenzuela you are summoned and required 
to file an answer in writing to the Petition of Divorce filed In the Matter 
of the Marriage of Albert Valenzuela vs. Amanda Valenzuela, case number 
234701370 within 21 days after the last day of publication, which is Janu-
ary 14, 2024, you must file your answer with the clerk of the court at: Sec-
ond Judicial District Court of Davis County, State of Utah, 800 State Street, 
Farmington, UT 84025 and serve a copy of your answer to the Petitioner’s 
Attorney Brittany R. Brown, 938 University Park Blvd, #140, Clearfield, UT 
84014, if you fail to file and serve your answer on time, judgment by default 
will be taken against you for the relief demanded in the Petition. The Petition 
is on file with the clerk of the court. You can obtain a copy of the Petition by 
requesting one from the clerk of the court.
SLT0026170

NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT 
UTAH CONNECTIONS ACAD-
EMY WILL HOLD A RESCHEDULED 
MEETING OF ITS BOARD OF DI-
RECTORS ON MARCH 4, 2024 AT 
5:30 P.M. MT. THE MEETING WILL 
BE HELD VIA TELECONFERENCE. 
CONFERENCE LINE INFORMATION 
IS AVAILABLE ON THE SCHOOL’S 
PUBLIC WEBSITE.
SLT0026311

NOTICE TO CREDITORS
                                                                                                                        
Estate and Trust of Joan Shelline

All parties having claims against the above estate of the Joan Shelline Living 
Trust dated March 18, 2023, are required to present them to the under-
signed or the clerk of the court within three months of the publication of this 
notice or said claim shall be forever barred.

/s/ Marcie Boren, Trustee
952 W 880 N
American Fork, Utah 84003
SLT0026318

Legal Notices Cardinals signing three-time 
All-Star shortstop Crawford

The St. Louis Cardinals 
are signing three-time All-
Star Brandon Crawford, 
league sources said.

Crawford, 37, is expected 
to serve as a backup short-
stop behind 21-year-old rook-
ie Masyn Winn while the 
team awaits further clarity 
on Tommy Edman’s recov-
ery from wrist surgery. The 
deal is pending a physical.

The Cardinals had been 
actively monitoring the 
bac k up i n f ielder m a r -
ket over the course of the 
month with Edman’s sta-
tus for Opening Day un-
clear. Edman, who was slat-
ed to be the team’s starting 
centerfielder but would fill 
in at shortstop when need-
ed, underwent arthroscop-
ic surgery on his right wrist 
in October. He has yet to be 
cleared to take live swings 
and there is no current 
timetable for when he could 
be cleared for game action. 

With Edman sidelined in-
definitely, the Cardinals 
were left scrambling for vi-
able depth options at short-
stop after Winn.

Crawford had previous-
ly spent all 13 years of his 
major-league career with 

the San Francisco Giants, 
and played a key role in 
the team’s 2012 and 2014 
World Series champion-
ships. Crawford was an All-
Star in 2021, but his perfor-
mance began to decline in 
2022. He appeared in just 

93 games last season due to 
various injuries and posted 
a .194/.273/.314 line.

The reserve infield mar-
ket has picked up speed 
over the last several days, 
with Tim Anderson sign-
ing a one-year, $5 million 
contract with the Miami 
Marlins on Saturday, and 
Amed Rosario signing a one-
year, $1.5 million deal with 
the Tampa Bay Rays last 
week. On Monday morning, 
Nick Ahmed had reported-
ly reached a minor-league 
deal with the Giants, and 
by Monday afternoon, Kiké 
Hernández had reached an 
agreement to return to the 
Los Angeles Dodgers.

W hile there is still a 
month of spring games re-
maining, the Cardinals 
couldn’t afford to wait out 
a rapidly-changing mar-
ket and risk missing out 
on needed shortstop depth. 
Winn is still expected to 
be the frontrunner for the 
starting shortstop position, 
but having an experienced 
veteran in Crawford back-
ing him up should alleviate 
some pressure.

Edman’s progression con-
tinues to be heavily moni-
tored as he works through 
his hitting program. Manag-
er Oli Marmol said Tuesday 
the switch-hitting Edman 
was progressing quicker 
through his left swing than 
his right swing. The next 
step is to make sure both 
swings are caught up be-
fore Edman can progress 
to coach-pitched batting 
practice.

“It’s day to day,” Marmol 
said. “There are certain 
days (Edman’s wrist) feels 
really good, and certain 
days where it doesn’t feel as 
great, and then the next day 
it feels good. So we have to 
take it day by day right now, 
until we get a little bit bet-
ter rhythm.”

By KATIE WOO
The Athletic

JEFF CHIU  |  Associated Press file photo

San Francisco Giants shortstop Brandon Crawford throws 
out the Tampa Bay Rays’ Osleivis Basabe at first base during 
the third inning of a game in San Francisco on Aug. 14, 2023. 

Marisa Cooper
Highlight
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Legals

ANNOUNCEMENT OF ANNOUNCEMENT OF 
APPOINTMENT AND APPOINTMENT AND 

NOTICE TO CREDITORSNOTICE TO CREDITORS
Estate of Daryl J. TichyEstate of Daryl J. Tichy
Probate No. 243400020Probate No. 243400020

Jonathon Tichy, whose address 
is 9718 Mt. Jordan Rd, Sandy, UT 
84092, has been appointed Personal 
Representative of the estate of Daryl 
J. Tichy.  Creditors of the estate are 
notified to:  1) provide their written 
claims to the personal representa-
tive; 2) provide their written claims 
to the personal representative’s at-
torney, Joshua F. Hunt, York Howell, 
10610 S. Jordan Gateway, Ste. 200, 
South Jordan, UT 84095; 3) file their 
written claims with the Fourth Dis-
trict Court – Provo, in Utah County; 
or otherwise present their claims as 
required by Utah law within three 
months after the date of first pub-
lication of this notice or be forever 
barred. Date of first publication:  
February 14, 2024.
/s/ Joshua F. Hunt
DN0023397

STORAGE AUCTION

Apex Storage located at 8685 S Har-
rison Street, Sandy, UT 84070 will be 
conducting an auction on Saturday, 
March 2, 2024, at 9:00 AM for the 
following unit:
Unit D49, belonging to Selynah 
Slusser of 2110 Falcon Way, San-
dy, UT A84093, which unit con-
tains air compressors, ATV (VIN# 
JSAAK47A042116470), tool chests, 
shelves, tires, equipment and other 
miscellaneous items. 
DN0000000

SUMMONS
Notice is hereby given to MARCUS 
JAMES SHAPIRO (DOB: 05/18/1982) 
& TIFFANY GONZALEZ (DOB 
09/16/1988) that on February 14, 
2024, Petitioners filed a petition 
to adopt J.M.S & D.R.S. in case 
#242900061 in the Third District 
Court of Salt Lake County. 1. You are 
entitled to notice pursuant to Utah 
Code 788-6-110, and you are hereby 
served by publication. 2. You have 
the right to intervene in the matter. If 
you want to intervene, you must file 
a Motion to Intervene with the Court 
at 450 S. State Street, Salt Lake City, 
UT 84111 within 30 days of service 
of this notice upon you. The motion 
must contain a memorandum stating 
the legal and factual grounds why 
the adoption is not in the adoptee’s 
best interest. If you do not file a Mo-
tion to Intervene within 30 days, you 
waive any right to further notice of 
the adoption proceedings, forfeit all 
rights in relation to the adoptee, and 
are barred from bringing or maintain-
ing any action to assert an interest in 
the adoptee. 3. The Court may ap-
point counsel to represent you if it 
determines you are indigent and at 
risk of losing your parental rights. 4. 
You may obtain a copy of the Petition 
to Adpot from the clerk of the Court 
at the following address: 450 S. State 
Street, Salt Lake City, UT 84111
DN0000000

NOTICE TO CREDITORSNOTICE TO CREDITORS
In the Matter of the Estate ofIn the Matter of the Estate of
Charles Alan Child, Deceased.Charles Alan Child, Deceased.

This notice is given pursuant to 
UTAH CODE Sec. 75-3-801. Staci A 
Hall has been appointed Personal 
Representative of the estate of the 
above-named decedent. All persons 
having claims against the above es-
tate are required to present them 
within three months after the date of 
the first publication of this Notice to 
Personal Representative, Staci Hall 
498 Gallop Circle Centerville, Utah 
84014, or be forever barred. Dated 
this 21st day of February, 2024
/s/ STACI A HALL
PERSONAL REPRESENTATIVE
DN0023523

PUBLIC NOTICEPUBLIC NOTICE

OPPORTUNITY TO PROVIDE COMMENTS ON THE OPPORTUNITY TO PROVIDE COMMENTS ON THE 
UDOT KIMBALL JUNCTION ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT UDOT KIMBALL JUNCTION ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING REPORTALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING REPORT

The Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) is issuing this notice to an-
nounce a public comment period for the Kimball Junction Environmental Im-
pact Statement (EIS) Alternatives Development and Screening Report. This 
report identifies criteria and measures for evaluation, details the screening 
process (how UDOT moves options forward or eliminates them), and identi-
fies which alternatives (potential transportation improvements) are carried 
forward for detailed evaluation in the Draft EIS.

This report is part of an EIS which is being prepared to evaluate potential 
transportation solutions to improve multi-modal mobility along Interstate 80 
(I-80) and State Route 224 (SR-224) through the Kimball Junction area of 
Summit County.

The purpose of alternative screening is to identify alternatives that meet 
the project purpose and need, and to determine whether an alternative is 
reasonable under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), practicable 
under the Clean Water Act, and prudent and feasible under Section 4(f) of 
the Department of
Transportation Act of 1966. UDOT is asking for public input on the alter-
native screening process, the initial impacts analysis, and the alternatives 
advanced for detailed evaluation in the Draft EIS.

Formal comments on the Alternatives Development and Screening Report 
will be accepted for 30 days from February 26 to March 27, 2024.

Written comments should be directed to Kimball Junction EIS, c/o HDR, 
2825 E Cottonwood Parkway #200, Cottonwood Heights, UT 84121, sub-
mitted on the project website, or emailed to kimballjunctioneis@utah.gov. 
Comments can also be submitted by leaving a voicemail or sending a text 
message to 435-255-3186. For more information, please visit the project 
website at https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov.

Individuals without internet access or needing accommodations including 
but not limited to translation, captioning, reviewing materials, or submitting 
comments should notify the project team at 435-255-3186 or kimballjunctio-
neis@utah.gov by March 18, 2024.

The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by ap-
plicable federal environmental laws for this project are being or have been 
carried out by UDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Un-
derstanding dated May 26, 2022, and executed by the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration and UDOT.
DN0023572

Public NoticePublic Notice

INVITATION TO BID:
South Salt Lake Building – Fire Alarm Upgrade

The City of South Salt Lake will accept bids for the project titled: South Salt 
Lake Building – Fire Alarm Upgrade, until 3:00 PM on March 19th, 2024. All 
required documents for the bidding process shall be submitted to Ariel An-
drus, City Recorder. Submittals may be printed and delivered to 220 E Morris 
Ave, Suite 200, emailed as one combined PDF document to aandrus@sslc.
gov, or submitted via Utah Procurement Portal (SciQuest). Bidder is respon-
sible for ensuring receipt of bid package before deadline, late submittals will 
not be accepted. The City of South Salt Lake reserves the right to reject any 
and all bids, to waive any informality or technicality, and to make reductions 
in or expand the scope of work in any bid if deemed to be in the best inter-
est of the City.

The scope of work includes the equipment, materials, services, and appur-
tenances thereto as included in the contract documents for the upgrade to 
existing Fire Alarm System located at South Salt Lake City Hall, 220 E. Morris 
Ave, South Salt Lake City, UT 84115.

Plans and specifications for the project can be obtained from Utah Public 
Procurement Place (U3P) @ purchasing.utah.gov or the Project Manager, 
Steve Niederhauser at sniederhauser@sslc.gov after 10:00 AM on February 
26th, 2024. All answers and addenda will only be posted on U3P. A 5% Bid 
Security will be required.

There will be an optional Pre-Bid Meeting for this project on site at 10:00 AM 
on March 7th, 2024. Attendance at the Pre-Bid meeting is not mandatory. 
Access to the proposed project area is available upon request. For further 
information or questions, contact the Project Manager, Steve Niederhauser 
at sniederhauser@sslc.gov
DN0023574

UTAH DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITYUTAH DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
DIVISION OF WASTE MANAGEMENT AND RADIATION CONTROLDIVISION OF WASTE MANAGEMENT AND RADIATION CONTROL

NOTICE OF PUBLIC COMMENT ONNOTICE OF PUBLIC COMMENT ON
Thermo Fluids Inc. Used Oil Processor Permit ModificationThermo Fluids Inc. Used Oil Processor Permit Modification

UTR000008458UTR000008458

The Director of the Division of Waste Management and Radiation Control 
invites public comment on the modification of a Used Oil Processor Permit 
(UOP-0095) for Thermo Fluids Inc.  The proposed modification updates the 
facility piping and instrumentation diagram to reflect new piping for pro-
posed storage of oily water in existing tanks at the facility.

A fifteen-day public comment period to receive comments on the proposed 
modification to Thermo Fluids Inc.’s Used Oil Processor Permit will com-
mence on Thursday, February 29, 2024, and end at 5:00 p.m. on Thursday, 
March 14, 2024.

Documents related to this application can be reviewed at the Division of 
Waste Management and Radiation Control Public Notices website at https://
deq.utah.gov/public-notices-archive/waste-management-radiation-control-
public-notices.  If further information or assistance in obtaining a copy of 
documents is required, contact David Wheeler at 385-499-0683.

Written comments will be accepted if received by 5:00 p.m. on March 14, 
2024.  Written comments must be directed to the following address:

Douglas J. Hansen, Director
Division of Waste Management and Radiation Control
Department of Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 144880
Salt Lake City, UT  84114-4880

Comments can also be submitted electronically by email to dwmrcpublic@
utah.gov. Comments submitted by email must be identified using the fol-
lowing in the subject line: “Public comment on Thermo Fluids Inc.’ Used Oil 
Processor Permit Modification.”  All documents included in comments must 
be submitted in pdf format or as ASCII (text) files.

Under Utah Code Section 19-1-301.5, a person who wishes to challenge a 
Permit Order may only raise an issue or argument during an adjudicatory 
proceeding that was raised during the public comment period and was sup-
ported with sufficient information or documentation to enable the director 
to fully consider the substance and significance of the issue.

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals with 
special needs (including auxiliary communicative aids and services) should 
contact LeAnn Johnson, Office of Human Resources, at 385-226-4881, Tele-
communications Relay Service 711, or by email at leannjohnson@utah.gov
DN0023575

NOTICENOTICE

An emergency hazardous waste permit (#UT-005-2024) has been issued to 
YRC Freight in Salt Lake County, Utah.  The permit authorizes YRC Freight 
to treat one container of unstable, hazardous waste of Glycidyl Methacrylate 
(1x100mL). The material was discovered onsite during the treatment event 
permitted by Emergency Permit #UT-003-2024 and was deemed unstable 
for transport, requiring treatment prior to shipment. Treatment will be con-
ducted onsite by the Reactive Materials Division of Clean Harbors Environ-
mental Services.

This permit was effective February 13, 2024, and expired February 14, 2024.  
For further information, or to request a copy of the permit, please contact 
Gabrielle Marinick of the Division of Waste Management and Radiation Con-
trol at 385-499-0172. In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, 
individuals with special needs (including auxiliary communicative aids and 
services) should contact LeAnn Johnson, Office of Human Resources, at 385-
226-4881, Telecommunications Relay Service 711, or by email at leannjohn-
son@utah.gov
DN0023576

Statement of QualificationsStatement of Qualifications

Taylorsville is accepting Statements 
of Qualifications from firms to study 
the costs and impacts to enclose the 
North Jordan Canal in a box culvert. 
Proposals are due in the City Admin-
istrator’s Office by 3:00 pm, March 5, 3:00 pm, March 5, 
20242024. Prospective firms may down-
load a more detailed description 
from the city website at Taylorsvil-
leut.gov.
DN0023577

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS

Region 14 Education Service Center 
in Texas is requesting proposals from 
qualified and experienced firms for 
the following solicitations: •Athletic 
Equipment and Supplies #24-S840 
•Campus ID Credential Transaction 
and Digital Payment Solutions #24-
S841 •Comprehensive Operational 
and Janitorial Supplies and Solutions 
#24-S824 •Enterprise Products and 
Services 24-S891 •Professional Con-
sulting for Wireless Technologies 
#24-S865 •Telecommunication Ser-
vices #24-S866 Due Thursday, April 
4, 2024 at 2:00pm CT Responses 
shall be received electronically no 
later than the submittal deadline via 
Bonfire, an online portal. To access 
and obtain a copy of the solicita-
tions, please visit: https://omniapart-
ners.bonfirehub.com/.  
DN0023579

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS

The County of San Diego, CA is ac-
cepting proposals from qualified and 
experienced firms to provide Rug-
gedized Mobile Computing Devices 
and Related Solutions (RFP 749).  
To be considered, the Offeror must 
complete and submit a proposal to 
the County of San Diego, CA in ac-
cordance with the solicitation docu-
mentation available at:  https://sd-
buynet.sandiegocounty.gov/

PROPOSAL DUE DATE:
April 15, 2024, prior to 3:00 p.m. PST
DN0023606

NOTICE TO CREDITORS
CHARLOTTE J. HELLEWELL, 

Deceased.

Pursuant to Section 75-7-508, Utah 
Code Annotated, SCOTT KEVIN 
BRADFORD, whose address is 
8970 South 60 East, Sandy, Utah 
84070, as Trustee of the CHAR-
LOTTE J. HELLEWELL REVOCABLE 
TRUST, dated June 16, 2020, hereby 
gives notice that CHARLOTTE J. 
HELLEWELL, Grantor of said Trust, 
died on February 5, 2024.  Creditors 
of the deceased Grantor are hereby 
notified to deliver or mail their writ-
ten claims to the Trustee at the ad-
dress above or to Michael B. Giles, 
attorney for the Trustee, at 3165 
East Millrock Drive, Suite 500, Salt 
Lake City, Utah 84121, within three 
months after the date of the first 
publication of this notice or be forev-
er barred from presenting the claim.
Date of first publication: February 
28, 2024.
BENNETT TUELLER JOHNSON
& DEERE, LLC
/s/ Michael B. Giles
Attorney for Trustee
DN0023609

NOTICE TO CREDITORS
ESTATE OF ESTATE OF 

VANCE MARVIN HESLOPVANCE MARVIN HESLOP
Deceased Probate No. 243700091Deceased Probate No. 243700091

MELISSA J. BEYKIRCH, whose ad-
dress is 1225 N. Murray Lane, Lib-
erty Lake, Washington 99019, and 
STEPHANIE EMMA GINES, whose 
address is 2044 N. 3700 W., Plain 
City, Utah 84404, have been ap-
pointed as Personal Representatives 
of the above-entitled estate.  Credi-
tors of the estate are hereby notified 
to:  (1) deliver or mail their written 
claims to the Personal Representa-
tives at the addresses above; (2) 
deliver or mail their written claims 
to the Personal Representatives’ at-
torney of record, Eric B. Whiting, at 
the following address:  YORK HOW-
ELL, 10610 South Jordan Gateway, 
Ste. 200, South Jordan, Utah 84095; 
or (3) file their written claims with 
the Clerk of the Second District 
Court, Farmington District in Davis 
County, Utah, or otherwise present 
their claims as required by Utah law 
within three months after the date of 
the first publication of this notice or 
be forever barred. First Publication: 
February 28, 2024.
DN0023611

PUBLIC NOTICE

Cache Valley Bank located at 101 North Main, Logan, UT 84321, has made 
application to establish a new bank branch at 26 North Main Street, Cedar 
City, UT 84720. Any person wishing to comment on this application may 
file his or her comments in writing with the regional director of the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation at the appropriate FDIC office, San Francisco 
Regional Office, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, 25 Jessie Street at 
Ecker Square, Suite 2300, San Francisco, CA 94105 – 2780, no later than 
March 16, 2024.

The nonconfidential portions of the application are on file at the appropriate 
FDIC office and are available for public inspection during regular business 
hours. Photocopies of the nonconfidential portions of the application file will 
be made available upon request.
DN0023616

SCIENCE

Medical Laboratory Scientist 
II at ARUP Laboratories in Salt 
Lake City:  Requires Bachelor’s 
degree in Clinical or Medical 
Laboratory Science, Medical 

Technology or in the chemical or 
biological sciences; and ASCP or 
AAB certification as MLS or MT. 
The MLS II will perform testing 

methodologies at ARUP’s on-site 
clinical laboratories supporting 

University of Utah Hospitals and 
Clinics. Testing platforms may 
include clotting, chromogenic, 

immunoturbidimetric, chemistry, 
hematology, urinalysis, 

coagulation, and immunology; 
may operate and maintain 
instrument platforms such 
as Abbott Alinity c, Abbott 

Architect ci, Stago STA R Max, 
Sysmex XN Hematology and 

UA analyzers, as well as manual 
processes involving manual 

hematology smear reviews, body 
fluid analysis, and microbiology 

gram stains; participates in 
preparing specimens for testing, 

establishing, performing, and 
documenting quality assurance, 
quality control, confirming and 

verifying results through in-
depth knowledge of techniques, 

principles, and instruments; 
correlates, interprets, and enters 

data based on knowledge of 
factors affecting test results; 

assists with training, staff 
development, and competency 

assessment; assists with 
instruction for students in the lab. 
Qualified candidates must submit 

a resume to: Nancy Lee, ARUP 
Laboratories, 500 Chipeta Way, 

SLC, UT 84108; 
nancy.lee@aruplab.com.

SCIENCE

Medical Laboratory Scientist 
III (NYQ) at ARUP Laboratories 

in Salt Lake City:  Requires 
Bachelor’s degree in Clinical or 

Medical Laboratory Science, 
Medical Technology or in the 

chemical or biological sciences; 
and ASCP or AAB certification 
as MLS or MT. In the Protein 
Immunology laboratory, the 
Medical Laboratory Scientist 

III (NYQ) performs testing 
methods for quantitative 

Immunoturbidimetry, 
Quantitative Nephelometry, 
capillary electrophoresis, gel 

immunofixation and manual Elisa 
testing; operates and maintains 

instrument platforms such as 
Sebia Capillary’s, Sebia Hydrasys, 
Binding Site Optilite and Siemens 

BNII; participates in preparing 
specimens for processing, 

establishing, performing, and 
documenting quality assurance, 
quality control, confirming and 

verifying results through in-
depth knowledge of techniques, 

principles, and instruments; 
correlates, interprets, and enters 

data based on knowledge of 
factors affecting test results. 

Qualified candidates must submit 
a resume to: Nancy Lee, ARUP 
Laboratories, 500 Chipeta Way, 

SLC, UT 84108, 
nancy.lee@aruplab.com.

DATA ANALYST

Layton Construction seeks Data 
Analyst in Sandy, UT. Requires 

B.S. in Bsnss Anlytcs, Com. 
Sci., Data Sci. or rltd fld & 1 yr 
exp. data analysis. Must also 

possess: DOMO, ETL, Tableau, 
SQL, Python, R, Microsoft Excel. 

Submit app to 
mayra.velez@

laytonconstruction.com and refer 
to this ad in cover letter.

TRUCK DRIVER

Savage Services Corporation 
seeks Truck Driver to work 

in Price, UT. CDL with T 
Endorsement or ability to obtain 

upon hire; Mine-site Training 
Required. Submit application to 
https://savageco.com/careers. 
Requisition number is 11260.

SR. PRODUCT MANAGER

Snap Finance seeks Sr. Product 
Manager in West Valley City, UT. 
Requires B.S. in Bsns. Admin., or 
rltd fld (will accept foreign ed. 
equiv. & 3 yr Bach. degree) & 

5 yrs software design, solution 
dvlpmnt. & technical product 

mngmnt. exp. Must also possess: 
leading Scrum product teams; 
Go To Market (GTM) product 
launches; client-facing role; 

full product lifecycle, including 
product design and development; 
consumer products and financial 

services/payments industry; 
system discovery processing, 

including requirements gathering 
and systems architecture; Java, 
Javascript, HTML, Python, REST 

and Web Services; and conversion 
funnels or e-commerce checkouts, 

Certified Scrum Product Owner 
Certification, MCITP Certification. 

Submit app to 
Askpx@snapfinance.com and 
refer to this ad in cover letter.

NANNY

Gregg Guilfoyle seeks a Nanny Gregg Guilfoyle seeks a Nanny 
in Sandy, UT:in Sandy, UT: Provide expert care 
& support to children in a private 

household. Responsibilities 
include meal planning, laundry, 
organizing activities, discipline, 
& intellectual stimulation. Email 

resumes: Gregg Guilfoyle, 
gregg.guilfoyle@gmail.com

DIRECT CARE ASSOCIATE

Redhead Supports LLC seeks Redhead Supports LLC seeks 
Direct Care Associate in St Direct Care Associate in St 

George, UT: George, UT: Ensure the health, 
safety & developmental 

needs of client are being met. 
Organize, prepare & update 

client’s paperwork. Requires to 
travel once a month to different 

counties in UT. Email Bradley Hall:
hq@redheadsupports.com

Medical Technologist

Job DescriptionJob Description: Uintah Basin Uintah Basin 
Healthcare needs 2 full-time Healthcare needs 2 full-time 

Medical Technologists to work Medical Technologists to work 
at UBH Vernal Clinic located in at UBH Vernal Clinic located in 

Vernal, Utah.Vernal, Utah.
Duties: Duties: Performs laboratory 

procedures and analysis, obtains 
specimens from patients, and 
performs testing, collection, 

and analysis of blood and body 
fluids in hematology, chemistry, 

urinalysis, and serology for 
interpretation in the treatment 

and diagnosis of disease. 
Performs phlebotomy, and high 

complexity testing per CLIA. 
urine dipstick + urine microscopic, 

CBCs including interpretation 
quality. Will perform immunology 
kit tests including; HCG, Influenza 

A & B, Monospot, RSV, basic 
Q.C., and computer data entry. 
Calibrates uses, and maintains 

laboratory instruments following 
established procedures. 

Performs quality control to 
ensure the proper functioning 
of instruments, reagents, and 

procedures.
QualificationsQualifications: Bachelor’s Degree 
in Medical Technology or related 

Laboratory Sciences, ASCP or 
AMT or equivalent Certification, 

good computer skills.
Send written application to HR 
Dept., Uintah Basin Healthcare 

250 West 300 North 75-2 
Roosevelt, Utah 84066

LEGAL ASSISTANT

US Journey Immigration Services, 
LLC

1 position, Portuguese required, 
12 months exp.

South Jordan, UT  84009
Contact Marlene Gonzalez at
marlene@us-journey.com or

(801) 746-4880

MANAGED SERVICES 
ARCHITECT

Managed Services Architect for 
Outbox Systems, Inc. dba Simplus 

in Salt Lake City, UT implement 
systems; identify & communicate 

business requirements; create 
documents for Business 

Requirements, Solutions Design, 
Functional Specifications, Data 

Mapping & Training; create 
workflow rules, validation rules, 
objects, fields, custom settings 
& configuration setups; conduct 
system validation; facilitate user 
acceptance testing  Bachelor’s in 
Information Technology + 2 yrs of 

exp in job off’d req’d 
Respond AC/Simplus PO Bx 4241 

NYC 10163SR PROJECT MANAGER

Sr Project Manager for Stryker 
in Salt Lake City, UT to lead 

team in development of project 
charter & project management 

plan. Requires Bachelor’s or 
foreign education equivalent in an 
Engineering or Science discipline 

+ 6 years’ engineering and/or 
project management experience 
in a regulated industry. Will also 

accept Master’s + 4
years. Approximately 10% 
int’l travel required. 2 days 

remote/week. Submit resume 
to hrpractices@stryker.com. 
Reference Position #1311.

SENIOR SOFTWARE QA 
ENGINEER

Senior Software QA Engineer, 
SUSE LLC, Pleasant Grove, 

UT. Help improve the quality, 
performance & resiliency of 

products like Rancher Manager, 
RKE, K3s & Longhorn. Position 
reports into Pleasant Grove, UT 
office; however, telecommuting 
from a home office is allowed. 

Please submit resumes to 
HR-AMS@SUSE.com. Job Code: 

71005552.

AUDIT MANAGER

AUDIT MANAGER:  Plan & 
perform operational and financial 

audits. $95,701/Yr, SALT LAKE 
CITY, UT  Mail Resume:  Tanner 

LLC, 36 S. State St, Ste 600, Salt 
Lake City, UT  84111

Jobs

To Place a Legal Ad:
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legals@deseretnews.com
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We joyfully celebrate the life of 
Jacoy (Jackie) Whitesides Sawyer, 
a remarkable soul whose journey 
on this earth came to a peaceful 
close on March 6, 2024, in Salt 
Lake City, Utah. Born on July 19, 
1934 to Effie Simpson Whitesides 
and Heber John (Jack) Whitesides, 
Jackie’s zest for life and her love 
for all that sparkled propelled her 
on adventures across the globe, 
embracing the world’s beauty 

with the same intensity that she carried in her heart.
Jackie’s life was rich with love, laughter, and an unwavering 

spirit of generosity. As an accomplished tennis player and golfer 
in her prime, she navigated life’s challenges and joys with grace 
and resilience. Jackie’s heart was as vast as the journeys she 
embarked upon, always ready to extend support to everyone 
she encountered.

Her beloved husband, Robert (Bob) Sawyer, whom she dearly 
missed, predeceased Jackie in 1979. Yet, her capacity for love 
never diminished, as evidenced by her sincere connections with 
her family and her cherished dogs, Emma Elizabeth and the late 
Abbi.

Jackie’s rich legacy of love and boundless adventure lives on 
through her loving children, Thom Sawyer and Victoria Tolman; 
cherished grandchildren, Melisa Griffith and Rachel Foster; great-
grandchildren, Macklen, Bruher, and Finley; esteemed sisters, 
Sherry Olsen and Liz Bagley; the memory of her brother, John 
Michael Whitesides; nieces and nephews, Kristen Morely, Hannah 
Bagley, Heather and JJ Whitesides, Bob and Jack Olsen; her in-
laws, Mike Shuping, Mark Tolman, Ben Steward, Rick Bagley, and 
the memory of Robert (Bob) Olsen; along with a constellation 
of friends and loved ones who saw in her an endless source of 
inspiration.

In keeping with Jackie’s lifelong compassion for animals, 
the family suggests that donations be made in her memory to 
the Humane Society of Utah. This gesture celebrates Jackie’s 
enduring love for all living beings, especially dogs, and her wish 
to contribute positively to their welfare.

Jackie will be laid to rest in the Kaysville Cemetery next to her 
late husband. We invite everyone who cherished Jackie to honor 
her by embracing the joys of relationships and life as fervently 
as she did. Let us reflect on the laughter, the adventures, 
and the profound connections Jackie gifted us, ensuring her 
extraordinary spirit continues to inspire and guide us.

Jackie’s journey was a radiant celebration, marked not just by 
the glitter and gold she cherished but by the fiery spirit that made 
her a truly unforgettable force. Her legacy is a vivid reminder to 
all of us to seek the sparkle in every moment, to embrace life’s 
zest, and to live with the brightness and spicy vitality that she 
shared so generously.

Share your photos and memories with her family at www.
starksfuneral.com

Jacoy Whitesides 
Sawyer “Jackie”
1934 ~ 2024

Helen Holt passed away 
peacefully on Wednesday, March 
6th, 2024, at her home at the age 
of 94. She was born on April 8th, 
1929, to Rubel Oracio Medina 
and Eugenia Vigil in Alamosa, 
Colorado. Helen was a devout 
Catholic who guided her family’s 
character and spiritual foundation 
through her compassionate and 
unconditional loving support.

Helen was known for her caring 
and kindhearted spirit, wisdom, and ability to warm the room with 
an infectious smile and loving demeanor, enriching everyone’s 
life who met her. Family was everything to Helen, and at a young 
age she chose to relocate to Salt Lake City, Utah, to pursue a life 
of greater opportunities for her family. There she met the love 
of her life, Charles Eugene Holt Sr., and together they created a 
beautiful home for their family, which they couldn’t be prouder 
of. She will be remembered as the matriarch of the family who 
had a magical touch with plants, loved birds, singing, cooking 
and passing down her family stories and traditions.

She is survived by her loving family; daughters Gloria (Tom) 
East, Tina Gallo, Kathy Salazar, Dot Gray, Pat (Todd) Cullimore; 
son Charles (Carrie) Holt Jr.; 15 grandkids, 31 great grandkids, 
and 13 great great grandkids; sister Linda Pacheco. Preceded in 
death by husband Charles Eugene Holt Sr.; parents Rubel Oracio 
Medina and Eugenia Vigil; sisters Dorothy Gurule and Emily 
Medina; brother Clifford Medina; sons-in-law Mike Smith, Stan 
Salazar, Danny Mortensen and Brent Gray.

Friends and family will be welcomed at the rosary on Monday, 
March 18th, 6:00pm at St. Vincent De Paul Catholic Parish Church, 
1375 East Spring Lane, where viewing will follow until 8:00 PM.

A Mass will be celebrated on Tuesday, March 19 at 11:30 
AM, also at St. Vincent’s followed by graveside service at Utah 
Veterans Cemetery & Memorial Park, 17111 South 1700 West, 
Bluffdale.

Arrangements entrusted to Starks Funeral Parlor. Share your 
photos and memories with her family at www.starksfuneral.com

Helen Mary 
Medina Holt
1929-2024

It’s with heavy hearts that we 
say goodbye to our beloved 
Mother, Grandmother, Great 
Grandmother, Mother-in-law and 
friend to so many. You fought 
the good fight mom. Rita Galster 
was born June 18 1931 and died 
March 7, 2024 in Millcreek UT. She 
was a young 92 yrs old. She is now 
reunited with husband Bill of 64 
years and her oldest son Rick.

Rita was born in Chicago IL to 
Clara and Bill Lorenz. She has 
one younger sister Arlene.   She 

married Bill Galster in 1955 and had five kids. In 1964 the family 
moved to Fairbanks, AK where they lived for 12 years before 
moving to Holiday, UT.

Her daughter Chris, son Dave, daughter Margie, and son Pat are 
here to carry on along with her sister Arlene Hollands, daughter-
in-laws Kay, Cindy, and Dawn, and her son-in-laws Leo and Matt. 
Rita has 11 grandchildren, and three great grandchildren. Always 
encouraging and supportive she loved her family unconditionally.

Rita was a RN in the nursery at St. Mark’s Hospital for 23 years. 
She was a  woman of strong faith, volunteered with the Ladies 
of Charity at Our Lady of Lourdes Catholic Church in SLC. She 
delivered food with her dear friend Jenny McDonald for many 
years. They would go to church on Sundays making a day of it. 
Jenny is a true and loving friend.

Special thank you to the Bristol and Inspire Hospice teams and 
all the wonderful, caring staff at Highland Cove where Rita made 
many friends.

Recitation of the Holy Rosary will be held on Friday, March 15 
at 7:00 PM at Our Lady of Lourdes Catholic Church, 670 South 
1100 East,Salt Lake City, UT where friends may gather and view 
until 8:30 PM.   Funeral Mass will be celebrated on Saturday, 
March 16 at 11:00 AM, also at Our Lady of Lourdes.  Committal 
will follow at Mt. Calvary Catholic Cemetery, 4th Ave and “T” 
Street.   Please return to church for a lunch by the Ladies of 
Charity at 1:00 PM.

Flowers or a donation to Ladies of Charity can be sent to the 
Lady of Lourdes Catholic Church.

Arrangements entrusted to Starks Funeral Parlor.  Share your 
photos and memories with her family at www.starksfuneral.com

Rita Galster
June 18, 1931-Mar. 7, 2024

PUBLIC NOTICE
                                                                                                                   
OPPORTUNITY TO PROVIDE COMMENTS ON THE UDOT KIMBALL
JUNCTION ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ALTERNATIVES
DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING REPORT

The Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) is issuing this notice to an-
nounce a public comment period for the Kimball Junction Environmental Im-
pact Statement (EIS) Alternatives Development and Screening Report. This 
report identifies criteria and measures for evaluation, details the screening 
process (how UDOT moves options forward or eliminates them), and identi-
fies which alternatives (potential transportation improvements) are carried 
forward for detailed evaluation in the Draft EIS.

This report is part of an EIS which is being prepared to evaluate potential 
transportation solutions to improve multi-modal mobility along Interstate 80 
(I-80) and State Route 224 (SR-224) through the Kimball Junction area of 
Summit County.

The purpose of alternative screening is to identify alternatives that meet 
the project purpose and need, and to determine whether an alternative is 
reasonable under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), practicable 
under the Clean Water Act, and prudent and feasible under Section 4(f) of 
the Department of Transportation Act of 1966. UDOT is asking for public 
input on the alternative screening process, the initial impacts analysis, and 
the alternatives advanced for detailed evaluation in the Draft EIS.

Formal comments on the Alternatives Development and Screening Report 
will be accepted for 30 days from February 26 to March 27, 2024.

Written comments should be directed to Kimball Junction EIS, c/o HDR, 
2825 E Cottonwood Parkway #200, Cottonwood Heights, UT 84121, sub-
mitted on the project website, or emailed to kimballjunctioneis@utah.gov. 
Comments can also be submitted by leaving a voicemail or sending a text 
message to 435-255-3186. For more information, please visit the project 
website at https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.govhttps://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov.

Individuals without internet access or needing accommodations including 
but not limited to translation, captioning, reviewing materials, or submitting 
comments should notify the project team at 435-255-3186 or  
kimballjunctioneis@utah.govkimballjunctioneis@utah.gov by March 18, 2024.

The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by ap-
plicable federal environmental laws for this project are being or have been 
carried out by UDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Un-
derstanding dated May 26, 2022, and executed by the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration and UDOT.
SLT0026332

NOTICE
RFP for Property near Cannonville, Garfield County, UtahRFP for Property near Cannonville, Garfield County, Utah
The Utah School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration is now accept-
ing proposals for the lease or sale of approximately 400 acres of Trust Lands 
near Cannonville and Highway 12 in Garfield County, Utah, in Township 37 
South, Range 2 West, Section 32, SLB&M. The property consists of two sepa-
rate parcels: 120 acres and 280 acres.  See https://trustlands.utah.gov/work-
with-us/real-estate-planning-development/ for the Request for Proposal and 
additional information.
Any individual or entity wishing to submit a proposal for one or both par-
cels may do so until 4:00 pm MT on Wednesday, March 20, 2024. Proposals 
should be emailed to eliseerler@utah.gov; Reference: Cannonville property. 
The Trust Lands Administration reserves the right to reject any proposal.
SLT0026352

SUMMONS
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH
MICHAEL SALLIS Plaintiff, vs.
MICHAEL VANLEEUWEN; and DOES I X Defendant.
Civil No. 230909241
Judge Robert Faust
THE STATE OF UTAH TO THE ABOVE-NAMED DEFENDANT:
Michael Vanleeuwen
4547 Abinadi Road
Salt Lake City, UT 84124
YOU ARE HEREBY SUMMONEDYOU ARE HEREBY SUMMONED and required to file an Answer in writing to 
the attached Complaint with the Clerk of the above-entitled Third Judicial 
District Court – Salt Lake County, 450 South State Street, P.O. Box 1860, 
Salt Lake City, UT 84114, and to serve a copy of said Answer upon, or mail 
to Christian Cueva of Adams Davis, P.C., 35 West Broadway, Suite 203, Salt 
Lake City, Utah 84101, within twenty (21) days after service of this Summons 
upon you. If you fail to do so, judgment by default will be taken against you 
for the relief demanded in the Complaint, the original of which has been 
filed with the Clerk of the Court and a copy of which is hereto annexed and 
herewith served upon you.
                                                           ADAMS DAVIS, P.C.
                                                        /s/ Christian Cueva
                                                           Christian Cueva
                                                           Attorneys for Plaintiff
SLT0026378

Bruce R. Baird (0176)
BRUCE R. BAIRD, P.L.L.C.
2150 South 1300 East, 5th Floor
Salt Lake City, UT 84106
Telephone: (801) 328-1400
Attorney for Plaintiffs

Tracy Scott Cowdell (9290)
325 East Main Street
Sandy, UT 84070
Phone (801) 955-2064
tcowdell@cwutah.com

IN THE THIRD DISTRICT COURT, SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH
SOUTH VALLEY WATER RECLAMATION FACILITY
      Plaintiff,
vs.
UTAH DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION; KENNECOTT UTAH COPPER 
CORPORATION; KENNECOTT CORPORATION; TRANSJORDAN CITIES, a 
political subdivision of the State of Utah, and JOHN DOES 1 – 10
       Defendants.

SUMMONS BY PUBLICATION
Case No. 230909634
Judge Richard McKelvie

The State of Utah to John Does whose whereabouts are unknown or other-
wise not ascertained:
A lawsuit has been filed with the Court to determine the property rights of a 
certain parcel of land located immediately east of Bacchus Highway, U-111, 
beginning at 11800 South Street and running North for approximately 1,800 
feet. The Plaintiff seeks title to the subject parcel of land and to quiet any 
third-party interests. The Complaint is on file with this Court.

A lawsuit has been filed against you. You must respond in writing by the 
deadline for the Court to consider your side. The written response is called 
an Answer.
Deadline!
Your Answer must be filed with the court and served on the other party 
within 21 days of the date you were served with this Summons.
If you do not file and serve your Answer by the deadline, the other party can 
ask the court for a default judgment. A default judgment means the other 
party can get what they asked for, and you do not get the chance to tell your 
side of the story.
Read the complaint/petition
The Complaint or Petition has been filed with the court and explains what 
the other party is asking for in their lawsuit. Read it carefully.
Answer the complaint/petition
You must file your Answer in writing with the court within 21 days of the date 
you were served with this Summons. You can find an Answer form on the 
court’s website: utcourts.gov/ans
Serve the Answer on the other party
You must email, mail or hand deliver a copy of your Answer to the other 
party (or their attorney or licensed paralegal practitioner, if they have one) at 
the address shown at the top left corner of the first page of this Summons.
Finding help
The court’s Finding Legal Help web page (utcourts.gov/help) provides in-
formation about the ways you can get legal help, including the Self-Help 
Center, reduced-fee attorneys, limited legal help and free legal clinics.

Se ha presentado una demanda en su contra. Si desea que el juez considere 
su lado, deberá presentar una respuesta por escrito dentro del periodo de 
tiempo establecido. La respuesta por escrito es conocida como la Respuesta.

¡Fecha límite para contestar!
Su Respuesta debe ser presentada en el tribunal y también con la debida 
entrega formal a la otra parte dentro de 21 días a partir de la fecha en que 
usted recibió la entrega formal del Citatorio. Si usted no presenta una re-
spuesta ni hace la entrega formal dentro del plazo establecido, la otra parte 
podrá pedirle al juez que asiente un fallo por incumplimiento. Un fallo por 
incumplimiento significa que la otra parte recibe lo que pidió, y usted no 
tendrá la oportunidad de decir su versión de los hechos.
Lea la demanda o petición
La demanda o petición fue presentada en el tribunal y ésta explica lo que la 
otra parte pide. Léala cuidadosamente.
Cómo responder a la demanda o petición
Usted debe presentar su Respuesta por escrito en el tribunal dentro de 21 
días a partir de la fecha en que usted recibió la entrega formal del Citatorio. 
Puede encontrar el formulario para la presentación de la Respuesta en la 
página del tribunal: utcourts.gov/ans-span
Entrega formal de la respuesta a la otra parte
Usted deberá enviar por correo electrónico, correo o entregar personal-
mente una copia de su Respuesta a la otra parte (o a su abogado o asistente 
legal, si tiene) a la dirección localizada en la esquina izquierda superior de la 
primera hoja del citatorio.

Cómo encontrar ayuda legal
Para información sobre maneras de obtener ayuda legal, vea nuestra página 
de Internet Cómo Encontrar Ayuda Legal. (utcourts.gov/help-span) Algunas 
maneras de obtener ayuda legal son por medio de una visita a un taller ju-
rídico gratuito, o mediante el Centro de Ayuda. También hay ayuda legal a 
precios de descuento y consejo legal breve.

DATED this 15th day of February, 2024

                                              Respectfully submitted,
                                              COWDELL AND WOOLLEY, PC
                                              /s/ Tracy S. Cowdell
                                              Attorney for Plaintiff
SLT0026407

SUMMONS
Edward T. Wells (Bar No. 3422)
3250 Coronet Drive
Salt Lake City, Utah 84124
Telephone: (801) 455-2029
wellsedward@hotmail.com
Counsel for Steve’s Bail Bonds

IN THE THIRD DISTRICT COURT
IN AND FOR SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH
450 SOUTH STATE STREET, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84111

Steve’s BAIL BONDS,                                                    SUMMONS SUMMONS                     
Plaintiff,                                                                        Case No. 240900960
vs.                                                                                Judge: RICHARD MCKELVIE
LAURA DAWN WOOD and GARY O PETERSON,
Defendants.

TO:  LAURA DAWN WOOD AND GARY O PETERSON

      A lawsuit has been filed against you. You must respond in writing by the 
deadline for the court to consider your side. The written response is called 
an Answer.
       Your Answer must be filed with the court and served on the other party 
within 21 days of the date you are served with this Summons. This summons 
is being served by publication for three weeks in the Salt Lake Tribune. The 
final publication will occur on March 20, 2024, and your answer will be due 
on or before April 10, 2024.
    The Complaint has been filed with the court and explains what the other 
party is asking for in their lawsuit. You should read it carefully. A copy of the 
complaint is available from the Court or is available free of charge from Plain-
tiff’s Attorney, Edward T. Wells, upon written request at the address above 
or by email at the email address above.
      You must email, mail or hand deliver a copy of your Answer to Plaintiff’s 
attorney at the address shown at the top left corner of the first page of this 
Summons and file a copy with the Court at the address listed above.  

      DATED this 1st day of March, 2024.

                                                                               /s/ Edward T. Wells
                                                                              Attorney for Plaintiff
SLT0026414

NOTICE TO CREDITORS OF DAVID ROBERT GILL 
AND THE DAVID ROBERT GILL TRUST.

Cyntha Lanier, whose address is 281 7th Street, Idaho Falls, ID 83401, is the 
Trustee of the DAVID ROBERT GILL TRUST, dated December 20, 1997 (the 
“Trust”), created by David Robert Gill. David Robert Gill died December 12, 
2023. All persons having claims against David Robert Gill or the Trust are 
hereby notified of the death and must deliver, mail, or otherwise present 
their claims to said Trustee at the above address, or to the Trustee’s at-
torney, THE FADEL LAW FIRM, 170 West 400 South, Bountiful, UT 84010, 
within three months after the date of first publication of this notice or be 
forever barred.
SLT0026420

City of Taylorsville
Invitation to Bid

Sealed bids for construction of the “Taylorsville Park Phase 2” and “Tank Park 
Phase 1” will be received by Taylorsville City at the Taylorsville City Office 
Engineering Office Attn: Ben White, 2600 Taylorsville Blvd, Taylorsville, Utah 
84129, until 2:00 p.m. on Thursday, April 04th, 2024 2:00 p.m. on Thursday, April 04th, 2024; and then at said office 
publicly opened and read aloud. The Bidder shall indicate the Construction 
Contract title, the name and address of the Bidder, and the date and time of 
the Bid opening. Non-Mandatory Pre-Bid Meeting: Tuesday, March 12, 2024, Non-Mandatory Pre-Bid Meeting: Tuesday, March 12, 2024, 
at 10:00 a.m.at 10:00 a.m. held at Taylorsville City Office City Council Chambers room.
The work to be performed consists of furnishing all labor, tools, materials, 
equipment transportation and services required for the construction of the 
above-described project as included in the Contract Documents; consist-
ing of the following items of work: DEMOLITION OF EXISTING IMPROVE-
MENTS, GRADING, AND EARTHWORK, UTILITY WORK, PLAYGROUND 
EQUIPMENT AND SAFETY SURFACING, PAVILIONS, SHADE STRUCTURES, 
AND TRELLISES, RESTROOMS, SKATE PARK, NEW POST-TENSION BAS-
KETBALL COURTS, NEW WALKWAYS, PARKING AREA, UTILITIES, ELEC-
TRICAL AND LIGHTING, AND LANDSCAPE AND IRRIGATION WORK, and 
all appurtenant work; all in accordance with the Drawings and Specifications 
prepared by the LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT. The Opinion of Probable Con-
struction Cost for the project is between $7.5 – $8.5 Million (For Both Parks, 
including Alternates) Electronic Copies of the Contract Documents may be 
obtained from the office of the City Engineer
Contact: Ben White
2600 Taylorsville Blvd
Taylorsville, UT 84129
Phone: 801.293.8344
Email: bids@taylorsvilleut.gov
SLT0026511

PUBLIC NOTICE
UTAH DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

DIVISION OF WASTE MANAGEMENT AND RADIATION CONTROL
NOTICE OF PUBLIC COMMENT ON

Emerald Services, Inc. Used Oil Transfer Facility Permit Modification
(10-Year Review)
UTR000007831

The Director of the Division of Hazardous Waste and Radiation Control in-
vites public comment on the modification of a used oil transfer facility permit 
for Emerald Services, Inc.  The proposed modification for Used Oil Transfer 
Permit Number UOP-0087 would include new site maps and update its for-
mat as part of a ten-year permit renewal.

A fifteen-day public comment period to receive comments for Emerald Ser-
vices, Inc.’s used oil transfer facility permit will commence on March 14, 2024 
and end at 5:00 p.m. on March 21, 2024.
 
Documents related to this application can be reviewed at the Division of 
Waste Management and Radiation Control Public Notices website at https://
deq.utah.gov/public-notices-archive/waste-management-radiation-control-
public-notices.  For further information or assistance in obtaining a copy of 
the documents, please contact David Wheeler at (385) 499-0683.

Written comments will be accepted if received by 5:00 p.m. on March 29, 
2024.  Written comments must be directed to the following address:

Douglas J. Hansen, Director
Division of Waste Management and Radiation Control
Department of Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 144880
Salt Lake City, UT  84114-4880

Comments can also be submitted electronically by email to: dwmrcpublic@
utah.gov.  Comments submitted by email must be identified using the fol-
lowing in the subject line: “Public comment on Emerald Services Used Oil 
Transfer Facility Permit modification”.  All documents included in comments 
must be submitted in pdf format or as ASCII (text) files.

Under Utah Code Section 19-1-301.5 a person who wishes to challenge a 
Permit Order may only raise an issue or argument during an adjudicatory 
proceeding that was raised during the public comment period and was sup-
ported with sufficient information or documentation to enable the director 
to fully consider the substance and significance of the issue.

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals with 
special needs (including auxiliary communicative aids and services) should 
contact LeAnn Johnson, Office of Human Resources at (385)226-4881, Tele-
communications Relay Service 711, or by email at “leannjohnson@utah.gov”
SLT0026582

Marisa Cooper
Highlight
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PUBLIC NOTICEPUBLIC NOTICE

OPPORTUNITY TO PROVIDE COMMENTS ON THE OPPORTUNITY TO PROVIDE COMMENTS ON THE 
UDOT KIMBALL JUNCTION ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT UDOT KIMBALL JUNCTION ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING REPORTALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING REPORT

The Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) is issuing this notice to an-
nounce a public comment period for the Kimball Junction Environmental Im-
pact Statement (EIS) Alternatives Development and Screening Report. This 
report identifies criteria and measures for evaluation, details the screening 
process (how UDOT moves options forward or eliminates them), and identi-
fies which alternatives (potential transportation improvements) are carried 
forward for detailed evaluation in the Draft EIS.

This report is part of an EIS which is being prepared to evaluate potential 
transportation solutions to improve multi-modal mobility along Interstate 80 
(I-80) and State Route 224 (SR-224) through the Kimball Junction area of 
Summit County.

The purpose of alternative screening is to identify alternatives that meet 
the project purpose and need, and to determine whether an alternative is 
reasonable under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), practicable 
under the Clean Water Act, and prudent and feasible under Section 4(f) of 
the Department of
Transportation Act of 1966. UDOT is asking for public input on the alter-
native screening process, the initial impacts analysis, and the alternatives 
advanced for detailed evaluation in the Draft EIS.

Formal comments on the Alternatives Development and Screening Report 
will be accepted for 30 days from February 26 to March 27, 2024.

Written comments should be directed to Kimball Junction EIS, c/o HDR, 
2825 E Cottonwood Parkway #200, Cottonwood Heights, UT 84121, sub-
mitted on the project website, or emailed to kimballjunctioneis@utah.gov. 
Comments can also be submitted by leaving a voicemail or sending a text 
message to 435-255-3186. For more information, please visit the project 
website at https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov.

Individuals without internet access or needing accommodations including 
but not limited to translation, captioning, reviewing materials, or submitting 
comments should notify the project team at 435-255-3186 or kimballjunctio-
neis@utah.gov by March 18, 2024.

The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by ap-
plicable federal environmental laws for this project are being or have been 
carried out by UDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Un-
derstanding dated May 26, 2022, and executed by the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration and UDOT.
DN0023572

CITY OF BLUFFDALECITY OF BLUFFDALE
REQUEST FOR BIDSREQUEST FOR BIDS

14730 SOUTH CONSTRUCTION14730 SOUTH CONSTRUCTION
Project No. COB24001RDProject No. COB24001RD

The City of Bluffdale is seeking qualified contractors to complete the 14730 14730 
South Construction ProjectSouth Construction Project. Bids are to be submitted electronically through 
a secure mailbox on the U3P website until 10:00 a.m. (local time), March 21, 10:00 a.m. (local time), March 21, 
20242024.

The principal items of work are approximately as follows:
Furnish all labor, equipment and materials required to reconstruct approxi-
mately 1,100 feet of an existing dirt road into a new road with asphalt, curb 
& gutter, sidewalk along with installation of sewer, drinking water, stormwa-
ter, street lights and road signage.

A copy of the Request for Bids can be obtained from the U3P website at
http://bids.sciquest.com/apps/Router/PublicEvent?CustomerOrg=StateOf
Utah,      Project No. COB24001RD

All updates, including addendums and answers to inquiries will only be made 
on U3P.  All questions must be asked through the U3P site. The Contractor 
is responsible for getting all the updates on U3P before bidding the project.

All BIDDERS are required to have payment and performance bonds under-
written by a Surety Company approved by the U.S. Department of the Trea-
sury.  (Circular 570, latest edition).
DN0023711

NOTICE OF TRUSTEE’S SALENOTICE OF TRUSTEE’S SALE

The following described property will be sold at public auction to the highest 
bidder, payable in lawful money of the United States at the time of sale, at 
the main entrance of the Third Judicial District Court for Salt Lake County, 
Matheson Courthouse, located at 450 South State Street, Salt Lake City, 
Utah, 84111, on Tuesday, April 16, 2024, at 11:00 a.m., for the purpose 
of foreclosing a Deed of Trust, Assignment of Rents and Leases, Security 
Agreement, and Fixture Filing (the “Trust Deed”), dated August 30, 2023, 
and recorded on September 2, 2022, as Entry No. 14011093, Book 11370, 
Pages 1012, et seq., in the office of the County Recorder of Salt Lake County, 
State of Utah, which was originally executed by Four Seasons Apartment, a 
California general partnership, C,C, & L 3330, LLC, a Utah limited liability 
company, and Robert A. Slater and Linda S. Slater, collectively as Trustor, in 
favor of Aclaime Credit Strategies Fund, LP, a Utah limited partnership, the 
Beneficiary, covering real property located in Salt Lake County, Utah, com-
monly known as 3320 South Highland Drive, Salt Lake City, Utah, 84106, and 
3330 South Highland Drive, Salt Lake City, Utah, 84106, Tax Parcel Nos. 16-
28-351-024 and 16-28-351-025, respectively, and more particularly described 
in “EXHIBIT AEXHIBIT A,” attached hereto.
The current beneficiary of the Trust Deed is Aclaime Credit Strategies, LP, a 
Utah limited partnership, and the record owners of the property as of the 
recording of the notice of default were Four Seasons Apartment, a California 
general partnership, C,C, & L 3330, LLC, a Utah limited liability company, and 
Robert A. Slater and Linda S. Slater, all as their interest may appear in the 
records of the County Recorder.
The successful bidder at the trustee’s sale will receive (upon payment in full 
of its bid) a trustee’s deed with no representations or warranties whatso-
ever as to the property, title, possession or encumbrances.  Bidders must 
tender to the trustee a $20,000 deposit (in the form of a cashier’s check or 
other certified funds) at the time of the sale.  The deposit of the successful 
bidder is non-refundable and will be retained as damages if the balance of 
the purchase price is not paid within two (2) business days after the sale.  
The trustee reserves the right to void the trustee’s sale after the sale based 
upon information unknown to the trustee at the time of the sale, including, 
without limitation, any bankruptcy filing.  If so voided, the only recourse of 
the successful bidder will be to receive a full refund of the money paid to 
the trustee.
Inquiries concerning this notice may be directed to Gregory S. Moesinger, 
Successor Trustee, whose office address and contact information are Kirton 
McConkie, 36 South State Street, Suite 1900, Salt Lake City, Utah, 84111, 
gmoesinger@kmclaw.com, and (801) 328-3600.  Office Hours: Monday-Fri-
day, except legal holidays, 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
/s/ Gregory S. Moesinger, Successor Trustee

EXHIBIT AEXHIBIT A
That certain real property located in Salt Lake County, State of Utah, de-
scribed as follows:
Parcel 1:
Commencing at a point in the center of Highland Drive, South 15°15’30” 
East 173.7 feet from the County Monument at the Intersection of Highland 
Drive and 33rd South Street which Monument is South 4194.35 feet and East 
662.01 feet from the Northwest Corner of Section 28, Township 1 South, 
Range 1 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, and running thence South 84°45’ 
West 110.5 feet; thence South 86°52’ West 73.50 feet; thence South 114.35 
feet to a fence corner; thence North 89°54’ East 218.38 feet along an exist-
ing fence and the extension of said fence line to the center of Highland 
Drive; thence North 15°15’30” West 132.81 feet along the center of High-
land Drive to the point of beginning.
Less and Excepting therefrom the following:
Beginning at a point in the center of Highland Drive, South 15°15’30” East 
along said centerline 173.7 feet from the county monument at the inter-
section of Highland Dive and 3300 South Street, which monument is South 
4194.35 feet and East 662.01 feet from the Northwest Corner of Section 28, 
Township 1 South, Range 1 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian and running 
thence South 15°15’30” East along the centerline of Highland Drive 132.81 
feet; thence South 89°54’ West 41.442 feet to a point 40.0 feet perpendicu-
larly distant from said centerline; thence North 15°15’30” West 129.033 feet; 
thence North 84°45’ East 40.618 feet to the point of beginning.
Parcel No. 16-28-351-024
Parcel 2:
Commencing at a point in the center of a county road 825.0 feet East and 
564.3 feet North 15°16’ West 240.5 feet from the Southwest Corner of Sec-
tion 28, Township 1 South, Range 1 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, and 
running thence West 245.64 feet; thence North 93.5 feet; thence East 220 
feet, more or less, to the center of said county road; thence South 15°16’ 
East 97 feet, more or less, to the place of beginning.
Less and Excepting therefrom the following:
Beginning at a point in the center of a county road 825.0 feet East and 564.3 
feet North and North 15°16’ West along the centerline of said county road 
240.5 feet from the Southwest Corner of Section 28, Township 1 South, 
Range 1 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, and running thence North 15°16’ 
West along centerline 97.0 feet, said point also being the Southeasterly Cor-
ner of the above described parcel; thence South 89°54’ West 41.442 feet to 
a point 40.0 feet perpendicularly distant from said centerline; thence South 
15°15’30” East 96.925 feet; thence East 41.462 feet to the point of begin-
ning.
Parcel No. 16-28-351-025
DN0023773

NOTICE OF TRUSTEE’S SALENOTICE OF TRUSTEE’S SALE

The following described property will be sold at public auction to the highest 
bidder, payable in lawful money of the United States at the time of sale, at 
the main entrance of the Third Judicial District Court for Salt Lake County, 
Matheson Courthouse, located at 450 South State Street, Salt Lake City, 
Utah, 84111, on Wednesday, April 17, 2024, at 11:00 a.m., for the purpose 
of foreclosing a Deed of Trust, Assignment of Rents and Leases, Security 
Agreement, and Fixture Filing (the “Trust Deed”), dated January 25, 2022, 
and recorded on January 28, 2022, as Entry No. 13879669, Book 11299, 
Pages 8277 et seq., in the office of the County Recorder of Salt Lake County, 
State of Utah, which was originally executed by C,C & L Enterprises, LLC, a 
Utah limited partnership, the Trustor, in favor of Aclaime Credit Strategies 
Fund, LP, a Utah limited partnership, the Beneficiary, covering real property 
located in Salt Lake County, Utah, commonly known as 3165 South Rich-
mond Street, Millcreek, Utah, 84106, Tax Parcel No. 16-29-429-013, and 
more particularly described in “EXHIBIT AEXHIBIT A,” attached hereto.
The current beneficiary of the Trust Deed is Aclaime Credit Strategies Fund, 
LP, a Utah limited partnership, and the record owner of the property as of 
the recording of the notice of default was C,C & L Enterprises, LLC, a Utah 
limited liability company.
The successful bidder at the trustee’s sale will receive (upon payment in full 
of its bid) a trustee’s deed with no representations or warranties whatso-
ever as to the property, title, possession or encumbrances.  Bidders must 
tender to the trustee a $20,000 deposit (in the form of a cashier’s check or 
other certified funds) at the time of the sale.  The deposit of the successful 
bidder is non-refundable and will be retained as damages if the balance of 
the purchase price is not paid within two (2) business days after the sale.  
The trustee reserves the right to void the trustee’s sale after the sale based 
upon information unknown to the trustee at the time of the sale, including, 
without limitation, any bankruptcy filing.  If so voided, the only recourse of 
the successful bidder will be to receive a full refund of the money paid to 
the trustee.
Inquiries concerning this notice may be directed to Gregory S. Moesinger, 
Successor Trustee, whose office address and contact information are Kirton 
McConkie, 36 South State Street, Suite 1900, Salt Lake City, Utah, 84111, 
gmoesinger@kmclaw.com, and (801) 328-3600.  Office Hours: Monday-Fri-
day, except legal holidays, 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
/s/ Gregory S. Moesinger, Successor Trustee

EXHIBIT AEXHIBIT A
Beginning at a point South 765.01 feet and West 350.03 feet and North 
86°24’ West 7.24 feet from the Northwest corner of the Southwest quarter 
of Section 28, Township 1 South, Range 1 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian 
and running thence Northwesterly around a 1186.28 foot radius curve to 
the left, 46.36 feet; thence North 25°10’30” West 139.42 feet; thence East 
161.17 feet; thence South 173.71 feet; thence North 86°24’ West 83.14 feet 
to the point of beginning.
ALSO; Beginning at a point of South 464.98 feet and North 87°15’ West 
209.52 feet South 317.15 feet and West 62.45 feet from the East quarter cor-
ner of Section 29, Township 1 South, Range 1 East, Salt Lake Base and Me-
ridian and running thence West 2.55 feet; thence North 162.91 feet; thence 
East 2.55 feet thence South 162.91 feet to the point of beginning.
Less and excepting therefrom the following: Beginning at a point South 
464.98 feet and North 87°15’ West 209.52 feet and South 317.15 feet and 
West 65.00 feet and North 162.91 feet from the East quarter corner of Sec-
tion 29, Township 1 South, Range 1 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian and 
running thence West 1.10 feet; thence North 9.42; thence West 122.31 feet; 
thence North 3.28 feet; thence East 123.41 feet; thence South 12.70 feet to 
the point of beginning.
Also less and excepting: Beginning at a point on the North right-of-way line 
of Woodland Avenue, also being a point of non-tangent curvature, said point 
being South 766.06 feet, and West 333.33 feet from the East quarter corner 
of Section 29, Township 1 South, Range 1 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian; 
and running thence Northeasterly 10.70 feet along said curve to the right 
with a radius of 123.00 feet through a central angle of 4°58’56” and a long 
chord of North 79°43’17” East 10.69 feet; thence Easterly 50.99 feet along a 
550.87 foot radius curve to the right through a central angle of 5°18’13” and 
a long chord of North 84°35’04” East 50.97 feet; thence South 89°56’12” 
East 0.34 feet to the West property line of that certain survey by Bush and 
Gudgell, Inc. recorded in Salt Lake County Surveyor’s Office as S2004-12-
1139; thence South along said property line South 12.73 feet to the North, 
right-of-way line of Woodland Avenue; thence North 89°59’43” West 2.55 
feet; thence North 2.30 feet; thence North 86°24’00” West 59.17 feet to the 
point of beginning.
Parcel No. 16-29-429-013
DN0023772

Frank Wattleworth, 98, of 
Pleasant Grove, Utah, passed 
away peacefully on March 6, 2024 
in Provo, UT. He will be dearly 
missed by family, many friends and 
acquaintances. He is preceded 
in death by Eric Wattleworth, his 
only brother, Susan Wattleworth, 
a granddaughter, and Scott 
Fisher, a great grandson.

Born on March 7, 1926 to Frank 
Harry Wattleworth & Susannah 
Newstead in Manchester, England 
he was the elder of two sons. 

Living in England Frank experienced WWII and served as a 
messenger boy for the Home Guard.  Frank apprenticed with a 
chain manufacturer in Manchester before entering the military in 
1947.  That same year he met Doris Elizabeth Ford and married 
her at St Michael’s and All Angels Church in Manchester.  After 
his marriage he was deployed to the Mediterranean Sea where 
he served in Cyprus and Palestine helping in the return of the 
Jews to Israel.

In late 1950 he was introduced to The Church of Jesus Christ of 
Latter-day Saints and both he and Doris were baptized in 1951. 
He faithfully served in various positions at the Wythenshawe 
Branch while there.  In 1957 he and Doris emigrated to Utah with 
3 children and were sealed as a family in the Manti temple.  He 
was able to secure a job in the engineering department of the 
Geneva Steel mill – a subsidiary of US Steel. After beginning life 
in Utah, Frank and Doris purchased their first home in Orem, 
UT where 2 additional daughters were born.  They loved their 
neighborhood and made many friends.

Frank worked at the Geneva Steel mill for 29 years before 
retiring.  One of his hobbies was handcrafting model ships from 
actual ship plans.  One thing he did with enthusiasm was serve 
as a Scoutmaster in the BSA.  He influenced a number of boys 
to achieve their Eagle Award, achieved many troop awards, and 
ultimately, was awarded the Silver Beaver for his outstanding 
service in Scouting. He also truly loved spending time in the red 
rock country of Utah but especially at Lake Powell or Capitol 
Reef National Park.

His ongoing passion was for family history. He made regular 
weekly trips for years, driving from Orem to the Family History 
Library in downtown Salt Lake City to research his ancestors, 
overall identifying over 20,000 ancestors in his family tree.  He 
and Doris spent many hours serving in the temple doing proxy 
work for those ancestors.

During his life in Utah, Frank served in various capacities in The 
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints including leadership 
in ward and stake positions in both his local ward and in wards 
at BYU. He also served a Family History mission with Doris in 
Harlingen, TX. After their mission they purchased an older home 
in Pleasant Grove where Frank & Doris personally made many 
restorations and repairs.

Frank is survived by his wife, Doris of Pleasant Grove, daughter 
Margaret Barrus (Walter) of Springville, UT, son Howard (Marie) 
of Sandy, UT, son John (Konni) of Lehi, UT, daughter Julie Bird of 
Springville, UT, and daughter Joy Thompson (Jeff) of Lehi, UT. He 
is also survived by many grandchildren, great grandchildren and 
great-great grandchildren.

The family expresses their appreciation for the loving care given 
by Courtyard at Jamestown, Simbii Home Care and Hospice, and 
the IHC Utah Valley Hospital.

Funeral services were held at the Timpanogos 5th Ward Chapel 
at 800 North 100 West, Pleasant Grove, Utah on Tuesday, March 
12th at 11:00am.  A viewing was held from  9:00am to 10:45am 
immediately preceding the funeral service.

Frank Wattleworth
1926 ~ 2024

Mapleton, UT — Gail Louise Trapnell Robertson peacefully 
passed away due to cancer on March 6, 2024 surrounded by 
her family and friends. Gail is survived by her husband, Richard, 
her six children, David Robertson, Julie Hagen (Patrick Bennett), 
Spencer (Lisa) Robertson, Rachel (Erick) Carlson, Emily Guerrero, 
and Alden (Veronica) Robertson, 27 grandchildren, as well as her 
siblings, Fred (Nancy) Trapnell, Marilyn (Dave) Madsen, Marjorie 
(Gary) Dixon, and Dorothy (Jacob) Martinez. She was preceded 
in death by her parents Fred and Dorothy (nee Watson) Trapnell. 
Gail was 78.

She was born on August 19, 1945, in San Antonio, Texas. Her 
family soon moved to Whittier, California and then to Santa 
Rosa, California. She described her childhood as idyllic and 
loved to reminisce about the beautiful places where she grew 
up. After graduating from BYU, she married her sweetheart and 
brightened his life for 55 years. Gail and Richard were thrilled 
to have 6 children bring happiness and joy into their lives. They 
lived in New Jersey, California, Pennsylvania, Oregon, and Utah.

Gail shared her testimony of her Savior with a strong sense of 
love and gratitude, and was a member of The Church of Jesus 
Christ of Latter-day Saints. Her church service was a joy to her. 
She always wanted her children and grandchildren to know that 
she loved them, and Jesus loved them too. She found happiness 
in being with children and had a gift for teaching them with 
creativity and patience.

Friendly with everyone, to Gail no one was a stranger, and 
everyone she met deserved her attention. In her presence you 
felt loved, accepted, and uplifted. She never had an unkind 
word about anyone. Her friends became like family, and her life 
was enriched by her wonderful siblings and friends. She shared 
her love of painting, oceans, plants, and flowers with everyone 
around her, helping them see the beauty she saw in the world 
every day.

Ever an admirer of God’s beautiful creations, Gail had a 
particular affinity for scenic coastlines, lighthouses, New England, 
children, and flowers. She was a talented artist, and loved to 
portray these scenes in watercolor and oil paintings. Much of her 
work adorns the walls of friends’ and families’ homes.

Her passions included going on fun adventures with her loved 
ones, which often involved exploring new beaches and old 
favorites, driving around the country, antiquing, eating great 
food, going to Amish country, walking along nature trails, finding 
treasures at garage sales, and gardening. Wherever she lived, 
there were sure to be many roses, colorful flower beds, dried 
flowers, antiques, and other items that make life interesting and 
beautiful. She preferred the scenic route through life to spend 
time with friends and family, soak in the beauty, and appreciate 
nature.

Funeral services will be at the Mapleton Stake Center (970 
North 400 East, Mapleton, Utah) on Saturday, March 16th at 11 
am. The viewing will be 6-8 pm the evening before and 9:30-
10:30 am the morning of the funeral.

    Gail Louise Trapnell Robertson
               August 19, 1945 ~ March 6, 2024

Stephen Lowell Baker “Baker 
Man”, 67, passed away peacefully 
surrounded by family on March 
10, 2024.

Stephen was born in Burley, ID 
on January 9, 1957, the second 
oldest of nine children.  He grew 
up enjoying the outdoors and 
was very fond of the time he 
spent learning how to cowboy 
and hunt with his grandpa on the 

ranch.  As a young teenager, Stephen learned how to operate a 
backhoe which grew into a long career running heavy equipment 
throughout the country.  Stephen’s dedication to his faith led 
him to serve a two-year mission in Australia.  He was passionate 
about spreading the love of Jesus Christ and his testimony with 
others.  Shortly after his mission he began to plan his future and 
went on to have seven children that he cherished and loved with 
all his heart.  He enjoyed to dance and was always the life of 
the party.  He could whip up the best cowboy stew.  He had 
an adventurous spirit and followed his dreams.  Through his 
extensive knowledge of thoroughbred pedigrees he produced 
amazing horses.  He was the most selfless, loving, kind, spiritual, 
endearing, trusting and generous man.  With his pure heart he 
always knew the best way to encourage and inspire.  To him there 
were no strangers.  Even through the end Stephen maintained an 
enthusiastic certainty of eternal life.  He has forever touched and 
bettered so many. He was truly one of a kind that will never be 
forgotten.

Stephen was preceded in death by his daughter- Desirae Dawn 
Baker. Survived by: son-Brandon (Rochelle), son-Jordan (Tina), 
daughter-Sierra (B), daughter-Ameria (Jeremy), daughter-Ellisha 
(Jordan), daughter-Christa (Billy), son-Bronzen (Lydia), and 19 
grandchildren.

Celebration of Life Service:  11 a.m., Friday, March 15, 2024,
at Bram Funeral Home, Hamilton, Missouri.
Formal Visitation:  9:30 to 11 a.m., Friday, March 15th,
at the funeral home, just prior to the service.
Interment:  Prairie Ridge Cemetery, Polo.

Stephen Lowell 
Baker
January 9, 1957 ~
March 10, 2024

PUBLIC NOTICE

Cache Valley Bank located at 101 North Main, Logan, UT 84321, has made 
application to establish a new bank branch at 26 North Main Street, Cedar 
City, UT 84720. Any person wishing to comment on this application may 
file his or her comments in writing with the regional director of the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation at the appropriate FDIC office, San Francisco 
Regional Office, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, 25 Jessie Street at 
Ecker Square, Suite 2300, San Francisco, CA 94105 – 2780, no later than 
March 31, 2024.

The nonconfidential portions of the application are on file at the appropriate 
FDIC office and are available for public inspection during regular business 
hours. Photocopies of the nonconfidential portions of the application file will 
be made available upon request.
DN0023785
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PUBLIC  NOTICE

The environmental review, consultation and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental laws for this
project are being, or have been, carried out by UDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of
Understanding dated May 26, 2022, and executed by FHWA and UDOT.  

Individuals without internet access or needing accommodations including
but not limited to translation, captioning, reviewing materials or
submitting comments should notify the project team at 435-255-3186
or kimballjunctioneis@utah.gov by March 18, 2024. 

For more information on the environmental study and proposed
transportation solutions, and to make a comment, visit: 

KimballJunctionEIS.udot.utah.gov

The Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) is holding
a public comment period for the Alternatives Development 
and Screening Report, which details the screening process 
for the alternatives (transportation solutions) that UDOT is 
considering. The report also identifies which alternatives are 
being carried forward for detailed evaluation in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

This report is part of an EIS that is being prepared to evaluate 
potential transportation solutions to improve multi-modal 
mobility along Interstate 80 (I-80) and State Route 224 
(SR-224) through the Kimball Junction area of Summit County.

COMMENT PERIOD
FEB. 26 - MAR. 27, 2024

UDOT is asking for public 
input on the alternative 
screening process in the 
report, the initial impacts 
analysis, and the alternatives 
advanced for detailed 
evaluation in the Draft EIS.

Comments may be submitted 
through the website, email, 
written letter, voicemail, or
text message

Kimball Junction
I-80 Exit 145

N

Study area224

224



Restaurant Tax
Grant Opportunity

BeginningMarch 1, 2024, the Summit County RestaurantTax Grant Appli-
cation can be found on the Summit Countywebsite https://summitcounty.
org/868/Restaurant-Tax-Grant. RestaurantTax Grant applicantsmust be
a governmental entity, governmental subdivision, or nonprofit and use

grant funds for the primary purpose of bringing new tourism fromoutside
Summit County, preferably overnight.

Grant Committee recommendationswill bemade to County Council in
May. Exact criteria for funding are outlined on the countywebsite and

attached to the applications.

The deadline for the grant application is Friday, March 29, 2024, 5:00 PM.
Applicationsmust be submitted online. If you have any questions, please

contact Amy Jones at 435-336-3042.
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PUBLIC NOTICE

The environmental review, consultation and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental laws for this
project are being, or have been, carried out by UDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of
Understanding dated May 26, 2022, and executed by FHWA and UDOT.

Individuals without internet access or needing accommodations including
but not limited to translation, captioning, reviewing materials or
submitting comments should notify the project team at 435-255-3186
or kimballjunctioneis@utah.gov by March 18, 2024.

For more information on the environmental study and proposed
transportation solutions, and to make a comment, visit:

KimballJunctionEIS.udot.utah.gov

The Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) is holding
a public comment period for the Alternatives Development
and Screening Report, which details the screening process
for the alternatives (transportation solutions) that UDOT is
considering. The report also identifies which alternatives are
being carried forward for detailed evaluation in the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

This report is part of an EIS that is being prepared to evaluate
potential transportation solutions to improve multi-modal
mobility along Interstate 80 (I-80) and State Route 224
(SR-224) through the Kimball Junction area of Summit County.

COMMENT PERIOD
FEB. 26 - MAR. 27, 2024

UDOT is asking for public
input on the alternative
screening process in the
report, the initial impacts
analysis, and the alternatives
advanced for detailed
evaluation in the Draft EIS.

Comments may be submitted
through the website, email,
written letter, voicemail, or
text message
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I-80 Exit 145
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MEETINGS AND AGENDAS
TO PUBLISH YOUR PUBLIC NOTICES AND AGENDAS, PLEASE EMAIL CLASSIFIEDS@PARKRECORD.COM

 I am waking up to fresh 
snow as I write this on Tues-
day morning — the fi nal 
storm in what has seemed like 
an endless sequence of sys-
tems through February. 

Anecdotally, I fi nally con-
vinced some of my Open-
Snow colleagues to chase to 
Utah this week. As the storm 
approached over the past sev-
eral days, we have seen fore-
casts back off  on what was 
once looking like a signifi cant 
storm. 

This is, of course, always 
the case. You see it snow-
ing for weeks on end, decide 
to commit time, money, and 
eff ort to chase to Utah, and 
that’s the one storm all month 
that under-delivers. 

Still, we picked up anoth-
er 8-10 inches over Park City 
area mountains so far with ad-
ditional snow showers, wind, 
and cold temperatures through 

the day on Tuesday. 
This brings our monthly 

snowfall totals at Park City 
Mountain and Deer Valley to 
nearly 130 inches this month 
alone. Typically, anything 
over 70 inches is a good 
month statistically. Going 
over 100 inches is great. To 
approach 130 inches is putting 
us within touching distance of 
records. 

Sunny weather will be re-
turning to close out February 
and begin March, but it’s not 
going to last. 

After tranquil days on 
Wednesday and Thursday, 
we start to see clouds, wind, 
and moisture stream into Utah 
late Friday into the weekend, 
thanks to a strong storm that 
will batter the Sierra Nevada 
to our west. 

This storm this weekend 
will gradually bring colder air 
back into the area along with 

better chances for snow Satur-
day into Sunday. 

While snowfall amounts are 
not expected to be signifi cant, 
we could be looking at anoth-
er decent powder day on Sun-
day in the Wasatch. 

Long-range forecast models 
show weather patterns during 
the month of March that are 
quite typical for this time of 
year. We should see periodic 
storms with breaks of sunny, 
warmer weather between. 

This is my favorite time of 
year to ski as a parent. I still 
have opportunities to ski pow-
der, but that’s interspersed 
with fair weather days spent 
on the bunny hills. It’s a good 
mix — and one that I’m really 
starting to cherish. 

For up-to-date forecasts, 
you can subscribe to Evan’s 
Utah Daily Snow forecast on 
OpenSnow.com and the Open-
Snow app. 

 One last storm to close out snowy February 

THE OUTLOOK
By Evan Thayer

 While Ski Utah promotes 
the state’s snowsports indus-
try, it extends well beyond 
representing ski resorts, pro-
viding snow reports and dis-
seminating information. 

Ski Utah not only creates 
brand awareness and increas-
es demand for Utah winter 
sports, but it also preserves the 
industry by helping members 
network and by maintaining a 
strong voice in the Legislature.

Ski Utah began in 1975 as 
the marketing arm and voice 
within the government for the 
Utah Ski & Snowboard Asso-
ciation. Since then, it has act-
ed as a vehicle to represent the 
entirety of Utah’s ski industry 
for issues ranging from Forest 
Service use, safety, transporta-
tion and taxation to lobbying 
for more tourism dollars.

“Ski Utah has a really 
amazing ability to help con-
nect the dots on topics that we 
collectively need to solve,” 
said Davy Ratchford, general 
manager and vice president 
of Snowbasin on a YouTube 
video for Ski Utah. “They 
are always going to bat for us 
and collectively bringing one 
voice (to the table).”

It has also worked with Cli-
mate Neutral to measure and 
off set emissions. As of April 
2022, Ski Utah became Cli-
mate Neutral Certifi ed, mean-
ing it achieves zero net carbon 
emissions for all of the carbon 
it creates through business 
travel, employee commutes 
and offi  ce utilities in a calen-
dar year. Now it’s advocating 
for better climate policy with-
in the state.

In addition, it carries out 
market research, creates mo-
tivational blogs and produces 
content in various languages, 
drawing approximately 10% 
of Utah’s ski and snowboard 
visitors from other countries.

“Our website and blogs are 
one of the best resources, with 
everything from interesting 
history to skier safety. It high-
lights diff erent topics over the 
various resorts,” said Alison 
Palmintere, Ski Utah’s direc-
tor of communications, adding 

that Ski Utah is revamping its 
website to make it as compre-
hensive as possible.

Currently, about 6 million 
skiers and riders visit Utah to 
experience “the greatest snow 
on Earth.”

“Ski Utah has played a piv-
otal role in elevating Utah’s 
ski industry in both national 
and international markets,” 
said Todd Bennett, president 
and COO of Deer Valley Re-
sort. “Ski Utah’s collaborative 
eff orts have boosted tourism 
and helped solidify Utah’s 
reputation as a top-tier skiing 
destination.”

“The success and growth 
of the winter industry in Utah 
is largely thanks to the ef-
forts of Ski Utah,” said Deir-
dra Walsh, vice president and 
COO of Park City Mountain. 
“They are the trusted and uni-
fi ed voice of winter recreation 
in Utah.”

Unlike other state ski asso-
ciations, Ski Utah’s 250-plus 
members stretch much wider 
than the 15 ski resorts it rep-
resents. Members range from 
real estate and lodging com-
panies to restaurants, child 
care, gear shops and more. As 
a result, Ski Utah is a way for 
members to network with each 
other.

“Ski Utah has opened up the 
doors on companies that we’re 
able to meet and mingle with 
that we normally wouldn’t,” 
said Chris Balun, director of 
sales at Marriott University, 
on YouTube.

The 501(c)(6)-I trade or-
ganization is not government 
funded. Rather, it is privately 
funded through a combination 
of pass product sales, resort 
and memberships dues, spon-
sorships, online advertising 
and sponsored content sales. It 

also applies for various grant 
and co-operative funding op-
portunities through the Utah 
Offi  ce of Tourism and other 
public entities.

Yet another thing that stands 
out about Ski Utah involves 
the longevity of many of its 
team members. Raelene Da-
vis, Ski Utah vice president of 
marketing and operations, has 
worked there since 1985 — 
just a decade after the organi-
zation launched — and presi-
dent and CEO Nathan Raff erty 
has been there since 1994.

Davis began with only four 
other employees at a time void 
of computers, fax machines 
and, of course, cell phones. 
Ski Utah’s small budget of just 
over $1 million allowed it to 
print winter vacation planners, 
which it mailed through direct 
marketing, and attend about 
12 ski shows throughout the 
nation annually. In those days, 
Ski Utah’s budget exceeded 
the state’s winter tourism bud-
get of approximately $700,000 
(now $3 million-$4 million), 
Davis said.

“When we started, we bare-
ly had 2 million skier visits,” 
she said, noting that number 
jumped to 4 million pre-pan-
demic to 6 million when ski ar-
eas reopened from COVID-19 
closures.

Ski Utah also off ers a Ski 
Utah Passport to fourth, fi fth 
and sixth graders. The pass, 
which currently costs $89 but 
off ers an early-bird price, pro-
vides 45 days: three at each of 
Utah’s 15 resorts.

“It’s our job to inspire the 
world to ski Utah,” Davis said.

“We’re kind of the glue that 
binds this industry together 
and creates a really robust, 
$1.7 billion ski industry in the 
state,” Raff erty said. 

 KIMBERLY NICOLETTI 
For The Park Record 

 COURTESY SKI UTAH 
 Nathan Rafferty is the president and CEO of Ski Utah 

 Ski Utah goes beyond in 
serving state’s top draw 
  Membership 
extends well past 
just the resorts

Stay Informed!
Get local news every Wednesday 

and Saturday. Call 435.649.9014 to 
subscribe today!

The Park Record Wed/Thurs/Fri, February 28-March 1, 2024A8
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PUBLIC NOTICE

The environmental review, consultation and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental laws for this
project are being, or have been, carried out by UDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of
Understanding dated May 26, 2022, and executed by FHWA and UDOT.

Individuals without internet access or needing accommodations including
but not limited to translation, captioning, reviewing materials or
submitting comments should notify the project team at 435-255-3186
or kimballjunctioneis@utah.gov by March 18, 2024.

For more information on the environmental study and proposed
transportation solutions, and to make a comment, visit:

KimballJunctionEIS.udot.utah.gov

The Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) is holding
a public comment period for the Alternatives Development
and Screening Report, which details the screening process
for the alternatives (transportation solutions) that UDOT is
considering. The report also identifies which alternatives are
being carried forward for detailed evaluation in the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

This report is part of an EIS that is being prepared to evaluate
potential transportation solutions to improve multi-modal
mobility along Interstate 80 (I-80) and State Route 224
(SR-224) through the Kimball Junction area of Summit County.

COMMENT PERIOD
FEB. 26 - MAR. 27, 2024

UDOT is asking for public
input on the alternative
screening process in the
report, the initial impacts
analysis, and the alternatives
advanced for detailed
evaluation in the Draft EIS.

Comments may be submitted
through the website, email,
written letter, voicemail, or
text message

Kimball Junction
I-80 Exit 145

N

Study area224

224

Public notice is hereby given that the Administrative Control Board of the Snyderville Basin Special
RecreationDistrict will hold its regularly scheduledmeeting onThursday,March 14, 2024, electron-
ically, via Zoom, and at the anchor location of the Basin RecreationTrailsideOffice, 5715Trailside

Drive, Park City, UT 84098.
(All times listed are general in nature and are subject to change by the Board Chair).

To participate in the Boardmeeting, join the Zoomwebinar:
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/87033159879

To listen by phone only:
dial 1-669-900-9128,meeting ID 870 3315 9879

6:00PM Call to order and public input for anymatter not on the Agenda
If youwish to submit comments to the Board, please email justine@basinrecreation.org by
12:00pmonThursday,March 14.Your commentswill bemade part of themeeting record.

6:15PM Oath of Office for newor returning Boardmembers

6:20PM Discussion and possible approval ofminutes from2/8/2024

6:25PM Discussion and possible approval of the priormonth’s expenditures

6:30PM Discussion and possible approval of contract award for website redesign services

6:40PM Review of 4thQuarter 2023 financial report

6:50PM Discussion and possible approval of annual services contracts

7:10PM Discussion and possible approval of revisions to District policies for recommendation to
County Council

7:40PM Director’s update

7:55PM District committee updates

8:05PM Boardmember comments and review of action items

8:15PM Adjourn

Members of the Board, presenters, andmembers of the public, may attend by electronicmeans,
using Zoom (phone or video).
Suchmembersmay fully participate in the proceedings as if physically present. The anchor location
for the purposes of the electronicmeeting is the Basin RecreationTrailsideOffice, 5715Trailside
Drive, Park City, Utah 84098.

AGENDA

Administrative Control Boardof Snyderville Basin
Special RecreationDistrict

Thursday,March 14, 2024

@ParkRecord
Follow The Park Record 

on Twitter for all the latest 
and breaking news

Support has poured in for 
long-time Park City Mountain 
snowboard instructor Martin 
Drayton since a skier struck 
him on the Canyons side in a 
hit-and-flee that left him hospi-
talized, his season over. 

The collision on Feb. 28 hap-
pened at the intersection of the 
Mainline and Alleycat runs, and 
he recalled that he was hit by a 
“tallish woman in a white one-
piece with pink sides” around 
1:15 p.m. The woman has not 
turned up ever since. 

The diagnosis? A non-trau-
matic compression fracture to 
the thoracic spine and a com-
pression fracture of the T8 
vertebra. 

“That’s the end of my win-
ter season, plus no flying (as 
a flight attendant) for several 
weeks. I’m now out of 2 jobs,” 
Drayton said.

Just days before the accident, 
Park City Mountain posted an 
introductory video of Drayton 
on Instagram celebrating his 
23rd season of teaching on the 
mountain.

“Snowboarding literally 
changed my life,” he said in 
the video. “I just feel by pass-
ing on my love of the sport and 

teaching more people, I can do 
that for other people.”

He said that beyond the 
sport, it’s the people that keep 
him returning to instruct on the 
mountain.

“We have a vibrant commu-
nity here that’s very supportive. 
It really transcends just teaching 
the sport,” he said.

After news spread of Dray-
ton’s accident, supporters ral-
lied to help him and his family 
financially.

A GoFundMe was set up, 
organized by a former snow-
board student of Drayton’s who 
wrote anonymously, “Hi Neigh-
bors. We are looking to raise at 
least 20K to help Martin Dray-
ton recover lost income from a 
tragic hit-and-run injury in the 
Canyons.”

Support came pouring in, 
and in just a few days they 
had raised enough to end the 
campaign.

“As a community, we were 
able to raise over fifteen thou-
sand dollars in just four days! 
This is nothing short of a mira-
cle,” the organizer wrote. “Your 
contributions have successfully 
put Martin and his family in a 
secure financial position while 
he recovers from his injuries 
and can return to work.”

Drayton wrote he was blown 
away by the generosity.

“I have been deeply touched 
by the outpouring of support 
and love from the community. 
I’m so happy that I live where 

I do. Your support means more 
than you realize and we as a 
family are very grateful,” he 
wrote.

He also used the platform to 
speak more on what this acci-
dent signals to him as a long-
time winter sports enthusiast.

“After 38 seasons teaching all 
over the world it saddens me to 
see where we are at now, where 
people either disregard the Re-
sponsibility Code or don’t even 
know that it exists. I don’t know 
what can be done but something 
has to happen soon,” he said.

The Your Responsibility 
Code is a set of rules for safely 
skiing and riding on the moun-
tain created by the National 
Ski Area Association, a trade 
association for ski areas that 
represents over 300 resorts, in-
cluding Park City Mountain and 
Deer Valley Resort. 

At Park City Mountain, the 
Mountain Safety team led by 
Eric Cambria and marked by 
mustard-yellow jackets, aims 
to educate skiers on the code 
through signage and one-on-
one conversations. 

Ultimately, though, it’s on the 
individual to comply.

Drayton’s family still hopes 
for the chance to hold the skier 
accountable.

“It seems unlikely that the 
person responsible for this will 
be found, but I hope she gets to 
hear of what she did to me and 
the effect that it has had to my 
life,” said Drayton.

KATIE HATZFELD  
The Park Record

MARTIN DRAYTON
"I'm so happy that I live where I do," Martin Drayton said. "Your support means more than you 
realize and we as a family are very grateful

Instructor grateful for help

Skier who struck 
instructor still has 
not been found

Almost 40 years ago, a Park 
City School District teacher 
wanted to send a couple of their 
students to a month-long space 
camp but didn’t have the need-
ed district funding.

The efforts of Park City res-
idents who pitched in made the 
students’ Stanford camp dream 
a reality. 

“That is really how the foun-
dation got its start,” Park City 
Education Foundation Vice 
President of Programs Kara 
Cody explained. “Some donors 
came together, and the rest is 
history.”

The program has grown sub-
stantially since its 1986 birth 
and its first $2,000 grant.

According to the nonprofit 
organization’s most recent pub-
licly available tax documents, 
it received over $2.25 million 
in contributions and grants in 
2020 and over $2.69 million in 
grants in 2021, a year it ended 
with more than $6.8 million in 
assets.

Despite its rising worth, its 
mission to “fund and support 
educator-powered initiatives 
that inspire all Park City stu-
dents to reach their academic 
and lifelong potential” has re-
mained largely the same.

On its website, the organiza-
tion says it invested over $1.7 
million in Park City students 
last year, impacting about 4,500 
students and 280 educators.

Now, it’s accepting classroom 
grants from Park City School 
District teachers with ideas and 
initiatives that align with its 
mission and its values of part-
nership, classroom-centered, 
equitable and inclusive, Park 
City, nimble and unwavering.

While $258,000 in grant 
funding was given to 43 appli-
cants last year, Cody said the 
foundation has yet to determine 
how much it will grant this year.

“The amount kind of varies 
each year. It depends on our 
revenue, what we’re able to 
fundraise,” she said. “We also 

support a range of programs, 
too, for our signature initiatives 
that are on a three-year cycle, 
so the classroom grants kind of 
vary.”

These signature initiatives — 
of which there are eight — in-
clude lowering the cost of pre-
school for families and ensuring 
a wide variety of programs for 
students and teachers.  

Cody said that when grant-
ing classroom grants, the foun-
dation looks for teachers with 
“innovative ideas and ways 
to solve challenges within the 
classroom.”

She said the process is com-
petitive. There’s no guarantee 
applying teachers will receive 
their requested funds, and if 
they do there’s no guarantee 
they will receive everything 
they requested. The founda-
tion’s website specifies the 
maximum amount a teacher can 
be awarded is $25,000. 

“The #1 Indicator of Stu-
dent Success is the Classroom 
Teacher,” the foundation’s web-
site states on its classroom grant 
page. “If an educator has an idea 
on how to better help their stu-
dents learn, PCEF grant funding 
can make the idea a reality.”

The applications, Cody ex-
plained, go through a commit-
tee of educators, community 
members and students.

“We really want to make sure 
that we have those that are im-
pacted by the program involved 

in the process of selecting how 
and where we’re going to de-
ploy our resources,” she said.

One program that was fund-
ed through a classroom grant is 
the school district’s RC League, 
which Cody said is a teach-
er-run, after-school program in 
Park City’s elementary schools.

“Students are paired up onto 
teams, and they build an RC 
car, and the students problem 
solve, build it themselves,” 
Cody said. “They’re given a 
budget, and they need to stay 
within that budget, so if they 
break their car, they’ve got to 
stay within a repair budget.”

Cody laughed, “It’s also kind 
of a good life lesson.”

Another initiative she said 
received its funding through 
the grant process is the district’s 
coffee cart program. The carts 
are run by students in speech 
therapy or special education 
programs who solicit coffee, 
tea or hot chocolate to teachers.

“It is a hands-on learning op-
portunity for them,” Cody said. 

She explained the opportu-
nity helps students with confi-
dence and verbal skills.

“That was something that 
was started a number of years 
ago at an elementary school, 
and it is now spread to sever-
al other schools throughout the 
district,” she said. 

Teachers who want a 
classroom grant must apply  
by April 1.

BROCK MARCHANT  
The Park Record

COURTESY OF DAN GALLERY
Students in Dan Gallery's class serve coffee to teachers as a part 
of the coffee cart at Ecker Hill Middle School. It is one of many 
programs in the Park City School District funded by the Park City 
Education Foundation.

Calling for teacher requests
Education 
Foundation seeks 
classroom ideas
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Council Meeting Presentations on the 

Draft Screening Results
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DRAFT

DRAFT

DRAFT

DRAFT

Alternatives Screening Update
DRAFT RESULTS 

January 25, 2024



DRAFT

DRAFT

Schedule



DRAFT

DRAFT

Alternative Screening Process



DRAFT

DRAFT

Traffic Analysis Process



DRAFT

DRAFT

Traffic Analysis Process

Existing Conditions
2050 No Action

-Planned development 
in Summit County LRP

-BRT

Alternative A

Alternative traffic performance compared to 2050 No Action

Alternative B
Alternative C



DRAFT

DRAFT

Future Growth

● Regional Travel Demand Model
○ Models 2050 conditions
○ Incorporates local and regional 

growth
○ Project team worked with Summit 

County to develop growth 
assumptions for multiple areas
■ Dakota-Pacific
■ Canyons Village

○ Includes Planned BRT



DRAFT

DRAFT

Gather Traffic Data



DRAFT

DRAFT

Analyze Traffic Conditions

● Traffic counts are input 
into a traffic simulation 
model

● Outputs Measures of 
Effectiveness (MOEs) 
describing traffic 
performance



DRAFT

DRAFT

Level 3 Screening - Purpose & Need
Identifies alternatives that meet the purpose and need of the project.



DRAFT

DRAFT

Travel Time



DRAFT

DRAFT

Pedestrian Walk Times



DRAFT

DRAFT

Level 3 Screening Results



DRAFT

DRAFT

Review of Alternatives



DRAFT

DRAFT

Level 4 Screening - Impacts
Focuses on the alternatives’ impacts to the natural and built 
environment, along with estimated project costs.



DRAFT

DRAFT

Level 4 Screening Results



DRAFT

DRAFT

Next Steps & Public Outreach

● Provide an update to the partners in an online meeting prior to publishing 
alternative screening results 

● Set council presentations as requested

● Publish alternative screening results report

● Provide public engagement opportunity: 30-day comment period on the 
alternative screening results 

● Continue working on preparing Draft EIS



DRAFT

DRAFT

Schedule



DRAFT

DRAFT

DRAFT

DRAFT



Alternative Screening Report
Summit Council Presentation

March 6, 2024









Alternative Screening Process



Alternative A (Refined)
SPLIT-DIAMOND INTERCHANGE WITH INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS



Alternative B (Refined)
GRADE-SEPARATED INTERSECTIONS WITH ONE-WAY FRONTAGE ROADS TO THE I-80 INTERCHANGE





Alternative C (Refined)
INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS WITH PEDESTRIAN ENHANCEMENTS













The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental laws for this project 
are being, or have been, carried out by UDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Understanding dated May 
26, 2022, and executed by FHWA and UDOT.
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Alternative Screening Report
Park City Council Presentation

March 7, 2024









Alternative Screening Process



Alternative A (Refined)
SPLIT-DIAMOND INTERCHANGE WITH INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS



Alternative B (Refined)
GRADE-SEPARATED INTERSECTIONS WITH ONE-WAY FRONTAGE ROADS TO THE I-80 INTERCHANGE





Alternative C (Refined)
INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS WITH PEDESTRIAN ENHANCEMENTS

















The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental laws for this project 
are being, or have been, carried out by UDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Understanding dated May 
26, 2022, and executed by FHWA and UDOT.
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Presentation for Reviewing the Refined Alternatives and 

the Preliminary Screening Results 

with the Agencies 
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Alternatives Screening Partner Coordination
DRAFT RESULTS 

October 5, 2023



Agenda

● Welcome / Introductions 
● Review of Schedule 
● Alternatives and Necessary Refinements Overview
● Alternative Screening Overview 
● Alternative Level 3 Results 
● Alternative Level 4 Preliminary Results 
● Next Steps 



Schedule



Alternative A
SPLIT-DIAMOND INTERCHANGE WITH INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS



Refinements to Alternative A

Refined Concept

North-South trail 
between Ute and 
Olympic shifted 

away from SR-224 
and ramps 

lengthened due to  
topographic 
information

Area Plan Concept

SR
-2

24
Ute Blvd



Refinements to Alternative A

New eastbound lane 
from SR-224 to Olympic 

roundabout extended

Area Plan Concept

Refined Concept

SR
-2

24

Olympic Pkwy



Refinements to Alternative A

Area Plan Concept
Refined Concept

Trail 
connection 
added to 
southeast 
corner at 
Olympic

Olympic Pkwy

SR
-2

24



Refinements to Alternative A

Roundabout at 
Ute/Landmark 
replaced with 
signalized 
intersection due 
to increased 
traffic from half 
interchange

Area Plan Concept Refined Concept

La
nd

m
ar

k 
D

r

Ute Blvd



Refinements to Alternative A

Minor turn lane 
reconfigurations 
at SPUI to add 
free rights at 

ramps

Area Plan Concept Refined Concept

I-80



Refinements to Alternative A

Frontage road 
realignment length 
reduced and turn 
lanes added on 
frontage roads 

around new 
western 

interchange

Area Plan Concept
Refined Concept

Rasm
ussen Rd



Refinements to Alternative A

Northern ramp 
tie-in length 
reduced to 

provide 
additional space 

between rest 
area and off 

ramp

Area Plan Concept Refined Concept

2200 W



Refinements to Alternative A

BRT lane 
included in 
design at 
Olympic

Area Plan Concept Refined Concept

Olympic Pkwy

SR
-224



Alternative B
GRADE-SEPARATED INTERSECTIONS WITH ONE-WAY FRONTAGE ROADS 
TO THE I-80 INTERCHANGE



Refinements to Alternative B

Switched exit lane 
configuration for NB exit 

onto Frontage Road.

The relocated pedestrian 
box south of Olympic was 
refined and ramps were 

extended from topographic 
data

Refined ConceptArea Plan Concept

Olympic Pkwy

SR
-224



Refinements to Alternative B

Turning and 
through lane 

configurations 
updated at Ute 
causing larger 

roadway 
footprint 

Area Plan Concept Refined Concept

Ute Blvd

SR
-2

24



Refinements to Alternative B
Turning and through lane 
configurations updated at 
Olympic causing larger 

roadway footprint 

Area Plan Concept Refined Concept

Olympic Pkwy

SR
-2

24



Refinements to Alternative B

New lane added to 
southern approach at 

Ute/Landmark 
roundabout

Area Plan Concept Refined Concept

Ute Blvd

Landm
ark D

r



Refinements to Alternative B

Modified right 
turn lane 

reconfiguration

Refined ConceptArea Plan Concept

I-80

Dual right 
turns at 

EB 
onramp



Refinements to Alternative B

Third lane added on EB 
I-80 onramp from SPUI

Area Plan Concept

Refined Concept

I-80

Ute Blvd



Refinements to Alternative B

Incorporated BRT lanes 
at the intersection of 
SR-224 and Olympic 

Refined ConceptArea Plan Concept

Olympic Pkwy

SR
-2

24



Alternative C
INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS WITH PEDESTRIAN ENHANCEMENTS



Refinements to Alternative C
North-South trail between 
Ute and Olympic shifted 
away from SR-224 and 

ramps lengthened due to 
topographic information

Area Plan Concept Refined Concept

Ute Blvd

SR
-2

24



Refinements to Alternative C

New eastbound lane 
from SR-224 to Olympic 

roundabout extended

Refined Concept

Area Plan Concept

Newpark Blvd

SR
-2

24



Refinements to Alternative C

Right turn only 
added at Ute 

and Olympic to 
improve traffic 

delay

East-west crosswalks 
removed at Ute and 

Olympic due to underpass 
and signal efficiency

Area Plan Concept Refined Concept

Ute Blvd

SR
-2

24



Refinements to Alternative C

Trail connection 
added to southeast 
corner at Olympic

Refined ConceptArea Plan Concept

SR
-2

24

Olympic Pkwy



Refinements to Alternative C

New lane added to southern 
approach at Ute/Landmark 

roundabout

Area Plan Concept Refined Concept

Ute Blvd

Landm
ark D

r



Refinements to Alternative C

Minor turn lane reconfigurations at SPUI 
to add free rights at ramps

Triple left to WB I-80 
removed

Refined ConceptArea Plan Concept

I-80



Refinements to Alternative C

Third lane 
added on EB 
I-80 onramp 
from SPUI

Area Plan Concept

Refined Concept

I-80



Refinements to Alternative C

Incorporated BRT lanes at intersection of 
SR-224 and Olympic 

Refined ConceptArea Plan Concept

Olympic Pkwy

SR
-2

24



Alternative Screening Process



Level 3 Screening - Purpose & Need
Identifies alternatives that meet the purpose and need of the project.



Level 3 Screening Results



Level 3 Screening Results



Level 3 Screening Results



Level 3 Summary 

ALTERNATIVE Purpose & Need
Level 3 Screening Summary 

Alternative A (Refined)
Split-Diamond Interchange With Intersection 
Improvements

⎼ Slower travel times & speeds
⎼ More pedestrian walk time savings

Alternative B (Refined)
Grade-Separated Intersections With One-Way 
Frontage Roads To The I-80 Interchange

⎼ Best travel times & speeds
⎼ Negative effect on  pedestrian travel times and comfort

Alternative C (Refined)
Intersection Improvements With Pedestrian 
Enhancements

⎼ Shortest I-80 vehicle queue 



Level 4 Screening - Impacts
Focuses on the alternatives’ impacts to the natural and built 
environment, along with estimated project costs.



Level 4 Screening Results



Alternative

Cost Estimate

Right of Way 
(Strip Takes) 

Right of Way 
(Relocations) 

Roadway / 
Structure Utilities Drainage

Traffic Control 
& 

Maintenance 
of Traffic

Misc. 
(CE, PE, & 

contingency )  

TOTAL 
COSTS*

Alternative A (Refined)  
Split-Diamond Interchange 
With Intersection 
Improvements

$3.6M $0 $41.1M $9.4M $6.7M $1.7M $27.5M $90M

Alternative B (Refined) 
Grade-Separated 
Intersections With 
One-Way Frontage Roads 
To The I-80 Interchange

$10.1M $15M $58M $14.6M $12.1M $8.3M $43.7M $162M

Alternative C (Refined) 
Intersection Improvements 
With Pedestrian 
Enhancements

$2M $0 $13.7M $4.8M $3M $700K $10.7M $35M

Costs ($2023)



Level 4 Summary 

ALTERNATIVE

Level 4 Screening

Natural Impacts Built Environment Impacts Cost and Complexity 

Alternative A (Refined)
Split-Diamond Interchange With 
Intersection Improvements

⎼ Higher wetland 
impact 

⎼ Large footprint and parking impacts ⎼ High cost 

Alternative B (Refined)
Grade-Separated Intersections With 
One-Way Frontage Roads To The 
I-80 Interchange

⎼ Most T&E impact
⎼ Highest wetland 

impact 

⎼ 3 business relocations
⎼ Most right of way impacts (parking and 

property)
⎼ Footprint 2X larger
⎼ Large facility in a confined space

⎼ Highest cost 
⎼ Complex constructability
⎼ High complexity drainage 

due to high water table

Alternative C (Refined)
Intersection Improvements With 
Pedestrian Enhancements

⎼ Minimal wetland 
impact

⎼ Minor strip takes ⎼ Lowest cost 
⎼ Low complexity 

constructability



Level 3 & Level 4 Summary 

ALTERNATIVE

Level 3 Screening Level 4 Screening

Purpose & Need Natural Impacts Built Environment Impacts Cost and Complexity 

Alternative A (Refined)
Split-Diamond Interchange With 
Intersection Improvements

⎼ Slower travel times & 
speeds
⎼ More pedestrian walk 

time savings

⎼ Higher wetland 
impact 

⎼ Large footprint and parking 
impacts 

⎼ Medium/high cost 
⎼ Medium complexity

Alternative B (Refined)
Grade-Separated Intersections 
With One-Way Frontage Roads 
To The I-80 Interchange

⎼ Best travel times & 
speeds
⎼ Negative effect on  

pedestrian travel times 
and comfort

⎼ Most T&E impact
⎼ Highest wetland 

impact 

⎼ 3 business relocations
⎼ Most right of way strip impacts 
⎼ Footprint 2X larger than other 

alternatives 
⎼ Large facility in a confined space

⎼ Highest cost 
⎼ Complex constructability
⎼ High complexity drainage 

due to high water table

Alternative C (Refined)
Intersection Improvements With 
Pedestrian Enhancements

⎼ Shortest I-80 vehicle 
queue 

⎼ Minimal wetland 
impact

⎼ Minor strip takes ⎼ Lowest cost 
⎼ Low complexity 

constructability



Next Steps

● Provide an update to the partners in an online meeting prior to publishing 
alternative screening results 

● Set council presentations as requested

● Publish alternative screening results report

● Provide public engagement opportunities and a 30 day comment period on 
the alternative screening results 

○ Working with communities to share information

● Continue working on preparing Draft EIS



Schedule





This page is intentionally left blank 



Notice of the Draft Screening Report and Comment Period 

Sent to the Participating Agencies 
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From: Carissa Watanabe
To: Carissa Watanabe
Cc: Spoor, Heidi K.
Subject: Kimball Junction EIS - Alternatives Development & Screening Report
Date: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:33:25 AM
Attachments: UDOT_KJEIS_ScreeningReport_Factsheet_Summary_WEB_2-26-2024.pdf

UDOT_KJEIS_ScreeningReport_Factsheet_AltA_WEB_2-26-2024.pdf
UDOT_KJEIS_ScreeningReport_Factsheet_AltB_WEB_2-26-2024.pdf
UDOT_KJEIS_ScreeningReport_Factsheet_AltC_WEB_2-26-2024.pdf

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello,
Thank you for participating in the environmental review process for the Kimball Junction Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS). Since our last communication, the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT)
has been working to refine the alternatives and evaluate them through the Alternatives Screening
process. This process is documented in the draft Alternatives Development and Screening Results
Report and is now available to the cooperating and participating agencies and the public on the study
website (https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/). Attached are fact sheets describing the alternatives
and summarizing the alternative development and screening process.

The release of this report will be followed by a 30‑day public comment period, which starts today,
February 26, 2024. We are asking the cooperating and participating agencies and the public to comment
on the alternatives screening process, the initial impacts, the alternatives advanced for detailed
evaluation in the Draft EIS, and any new alternatives for consideration.

Please provide comments on the draft Alternatives Development and Screening Report no later than
March 18, 2024, to Heidi Spoor of HDR by email at Heidi.Spoor@hdrinc.com or by postal mail using the
address listed below.

Ms. Heidi Spoor
HDR, Inc.
2825 E. Cottonwood Parkway, Suite 200
Salt Lake City, UT 84121-7077
Heidi.Spoor@hdrinc.com

If you have any questions, please contact me at (503) 939-3798 or cwatanabe@utah.gov. Thank you for
your participation and interest in this project.

Sincerely,
 
Carissa
 
Carissa Watanabe | Environmental Program Manager
UDOT | UTAH DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Work 503.939.3798
Email cwatanabe@utah.gov | www.udot.utah.gov

mailto:cwatanabe@utah.gov
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=86324a647c4f4b27a2874800b18847b3-13d688d7-89
mailto:heidi.spoor@hdrinc.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fkimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov%2F&data=05%7C02%7CHeidi.Spoor%40hdrinc.com%7C6d76e450f9774e4a6f8b08dc36f960e0%7C3667e201cbdc48b39b425d2d3f16e2a9%7C0%7C0%7C638445692049402392%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=xvSbASFdsq1vTK9ILLCfD8TQ4QzzrBQKCrXPrcQEbZM%3D&reserved=0
mailto:Heidi.Spoor@hdrinc.com
mailto:Heidi.Spoor@hdrinc.com
mailto:cwatanabe@utah.gov
mailto:cwatanabe@utah.gov
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.udot.utah.gov%2F&data=05%7C02%7CHeidi.Spoor%40hdrinc.com%7C6d76e450f9774e4a6f8b08dc36f960e0%7C3667e201cbdc48b39b425d2d3f16e2a9%7C0%7C0%7C638445692049422066%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=HZZsRiT4cGrJRwiDfDO%2FqLAuxqLT0fBxsBHOP2aJ07c%3D&reserved=0



ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT
AND SCREENING REPORT


EIS ALTERNATIVE SCREENING PROCESS
Level 3 screening criteria eliminated alternatives (potential transportation improvements) that do 
not meet the purpose and need of the project. Level 4 screening criteria eliminated alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need but would have unreasonable impacts on the natural and human 
environment, would not meet regulatory requirements, or could be replaced by a less costly 
concept with similar impacts. 


LEVEL 3 SCREENING
UDOT conducted an initial tra�c evaluation on the conceptual alternatives from the 2021 Area Plan.
All the conceptual alternative designs were refined and the refined alternatives were carried through
the full Level 3 screening process. Alternative B did not meet the project purpose and did not pass 
Level 3 screening—however, it was carried forward in Level 4 screening for comparison.


LEVEL 4 SCREENING
Two alternatives, refined Alternatives A and C, passed Level 4 screening and are being advanced for 
detailed impacts analysis in the Draft EIS. Because refined Alternative B does not meet the purpose 
of the project and would have the most Waters of the US (WOTUS) impacts, the most relocations, 
and the highest cost without substantially greater benefits, it was not advanced for further 
evaluation in the Draft EIS.


The purpose of the Kimball Junction Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is to address 
transportation-related safety and mobility for all users of the Kimball Junction area by:
• Improving operations and travel times on SR-224 from the I-80 interchange through Olympic Pkwy.
• Improving safety by reducing vehicle queues on I-80 o�-ramps
• Improving pedestrian and bicyclist mobility and accessibility throughout the evaluation area
• Maintaining or improving transit travel times through the evaluation area


PHONE: 435-255-3186   WEB: KimballJunctionEIS.udot.utah.gov   EMAIL: kimballjunctioneis@utah.gov 


LEVEL 3 SCREENING:
Purpose & Need


• Travel times and intersection 
operating conditions


• Vehicle queue lengths
• Improving bicycle/pedestrian


mobility and accessibility


LEVEL 1


• Fatal flaw analysis
- Causes irreconcilable environmental


or community impacts?
- Infeasible or unreasonable?


• Problems & opportunities
- Improves interchange capacity/vehicle mobility? 
- Maintains/improves multimodal travel options, health, 


and safety for pedestrians, cyclists, transit users?
- Supports operation/reliability of the SR-224 BRT?


(over 30 alternatives evaluated)


LEVEL 2


• Tra�c performance, pedestrian and cyclist safety
• Preliminary environmental e�ects and


community support
(3 alternatives advanced to EIS)


LEVEL 4 SCREENING:
Impacts & Cost


• Threatened & endangered species
• Waters of the US
• Relocations
• Land use
• Cost


Draft EIS: Detailed
 impact analysis


Level 4 Screening


Update alternatives
as needed


A
rea P


lan
E


IS


Screening of conceptual alternatives


Develop conceptual alternatives


Define study area


Refine alternatives


Level 3 Screening


Area Plan


EIS







Criteria Measure Data What does this 
mean to me?


Existing Conditions 
(2022)


2050 No-Action 
Alternative


Alternative A (Refined)
Split-Diamond Interchange 


With Intersection 
Improvements


Alternative B (concept 
from Area Plan) 


(intersections fail: not 
fully evaluated)


Alternative B (Refined)
Grade-Separated Intersections 
With One-Way Frontage Roads 


To The I-80 Interchange


Alternative C (Refined)
Intersection Improvements 


With Pedestrian 
Enhancements


Level 3 - Purpose & Need


Improving operations & 
travel times on SR-224 
from I-80 interchange 


through Olympic 
Parkway


Provides reliable through-
tra�c travel time on SR-224 
during the AM and PM peak 


hour? (yes/no)


Travel time
(average speed in mph)


I’m not stuck in slow 
moving trac


AM SB - 6:15 (17)
PM NB - 7:45 (13)


AM SB - 11:30 (9)
PM NB - 9:30 (11)


Yes:
AM SB - 4:30 (25)
PM NB - 4:15 (23)


Not evaluated
Yes:


AM SB - 3:15 (33)
PM NB - 2:45 (37)


Yes:
AM SB - 3:15 (33)
PM NB - 3:45 (26)


Meets a level of service of 
LOS D for as many 


intersections as possible.


Number of intersections 
at LOS E or F


I’m not sitting through 
multiple light cycles all 


the time


AM - 1
PM - 2


AM - 1
PM - 5


AM - 1
PM - 0


AM – 2
PM – 8


AM - 0
PM - 0


AM - 0
PM - 0


Improving safety 
by eliminating vehicle 


queues on I-80 
o�-ramps


Is the percent served 
improved during the peak 


hour? (yes/no)
Percent served I can travel through 


the area 99% 86% Yes: 100% No: 92% AM, 79% PM Yes: 100% Yes: 100%


Are the o�-ramp vehicle 
queue lengths eliminated on 
I-80 mainline through lanes? 


(yes/no)


Length of vehicle queue  
(feet)


Trac isn’t backed up on 
the I-80 mainline No: 2,600 No: >5,000 Yes: 600 No: >5,000 Yes: 900 Yes: 400


Maintaining or improving 
transit travel times 


through evaluation area


Does the alternative maintain 
or improve the SR-224 BRT 
transit travel times through 


the evaluation area? (yes/no)


Total BRT Travel Time (NB+SB, AM+PM) 
Savings from No-Action
(min:sec)


Public transportation will 
work more eciently N/A 16:30 14:00


Yes: (- 2:30)
Not evaluated 14:15


Yes (- 2:15)
14:30


Yes (- 2:00)


Improving pedestrian 
& bicyclist mobility and 


accessibility through 
evaluation area


Does the level of tra�c stress 
improve in the vicinity of 


SR-224? (yes/no)


Level of Tra�c Stress (LTS) 
(1-4 scale, L1 - low stress, 
L4 - high stress)


Pedestrians and cyclists can 
travel better in the area


Yes:
Trail - L1


Intersections - LTS3


Yes:
Trail - L1


Intersections - LTS3


Yes:
Ped Undercrossing improves 


Ute crossing to LTS1
Not evaluated


No: (same as No-Action) 
Trail – LTS1


Intersections – LTS3


Yes:
Ped Undercrossing improves 


Ute crossing to LTS1
Do the walk times improve 
for key origin-destination 


pairs? (yes/no)


Total Walk Time Savings from No-Action 
for 4 O/D Pairs (min:sec)


Pedestrians and cyclists 
have higher level of 


comfort
53:30 54:00 52:30


Yes: (- 1:30)
Not evaluated 57:45


No: (+ 3:45)
53:45


Yes: (- 0:15)


Level 4 Screening - Cost and Impacts to the Built and Natural Environment


Natural 
Environment 


Impacts


Threatened and Endangered 
Species


Acres
How will this impact 


protected species in the 
area?


- - 0 Not evaluated 0.001 0.001


Wetlands & Waters of the 
United States


Acres and types of aquatic resources
(ditches, open water, wetlands, perennial 
streams)


How will this impact 
federally protected 


wetlands and waters?
- - 0.131 Not evaluated 0.186 0.012


Section 4(f) resources
Number and type of 
Section 4(f) use


Lands from a historic site or 
protected public resources - - 0 Not evaluated 0 0


Built
Environment


Impacts


Relocations
Number of potential residential 
or business relocations


Potential property impacts 
to community members - - 0 Not evaluated 3 businesses


0 residential 0


Land Use Compatibility with current land use plans Does it meet our 
community land use goals? - - Yes Not evaluated No Yes


Cost Construction Cost Estimate $2025 in millions What is the expense to the 
statewide community? - - $108M Not evaluated $201M $41M


SCREENING RESULTS SUMMARY (More detailed information in Draft Alternatives Development and Screening Results Report Tables 5-2 & 5-4)


Criteria Measure Data What does this 
mean to me?


Existing Conditions 
(2022)


2050 No-Action 
Alternative


Alternative A (Refined)
Split-Diamond Interchange 


With Intersection 
Improvements


Alternative B (concept 
from Area Plan) 


(intersections fail: not 
fully evaluated)


Alternative B (Refined)
Grade-Separated Intersections 
With One-Way Frontage Roads 


To The I-80 Interchange


Alternative C (Refined)
Intersection Improvements 


With Pedestrian 
Enhancements


Level 3 - Purpose & Need


Improving operations & 
travel times on SR-224 
from I-80 interchange 


through Olympic 
Parkway


Provides reliable through-
tra�c travel time on SR-224 
during the AM and PM peak 


hour? (yes/no)


Travel time
(average speed in mph)


I’m not stuck in slow 
moving trac


AM SB - 6:15 (17)
PM NB - 7:45 (13)


AM SB - 11:30 (9)
PM NB - 9:30 (11)


Yes:
AM SB - 4:30 (25)
PM NB - 4:15 (23)


Not evaluated
Yes:


AM SB - 3:15 (33)
PM NB - 2:45 (37)


Yes:
AM SB - 3:15 (33)
PM NB - 3:45 (26)


Meets a level of service of 
LOS D for as many 


intersections as possible.


Number of intersections 
at LOS E or F


I’m not sitting through 
multiple light cycles all 


the time


AM - 1
PM - 2


AM - 1
PM - 5


AM - 1
PM - 0


AM – 2
PM – 8


AM - 0
PM - 0


AM - 0
PM - 0


Improving safety 
by eliminating vehicle 


queues on I-80 
o�-ramps


Is the percent served 
improved during the peak 


hour? (yes/no)
Percent served I can travel through 


the area 99% 86% Yes: 100% No: 92% AM, 79% PM Yes: 100% Yes: 100%


Are the o�-ramp vehicle 
queue lengths eliminated on 
I-80 mainline through lanes? 


(yes/no)


Length of vehicle queue  
(feet)


Trac isn’t backed up on 
the I-80 mainline No: 2,600 No: >5,000 Yes: 600 No: >5,000 Yes: 900 Yes: 400


Maintaining or improving 
transit travel times 


through evaluation area


Does the alternative maintain 
or improve the SR-224 BRT 
transit travel times through 


the evaluation area? (yes/no)


Total BRT Travel Time (NB+SB, AM+PM) 
Savings from No-Action
(min:sec)


Public transportation will 
work more eciently N/A 16:30 14:00


Yes: (- 2:30)
Not evaluated 14:15


Yes (- 2:15)
14:30


Yes (- 2:00)


Improving pedestrian 
& bicyclist mobility and 


accessibility through 
evaluation area


Does the level of tra�c stress 
improve in the vicinity of 


SR-224? (yes/no)


Level of Tra�c Stress (LTS) 
(1-4 scale, L1 - low stress, 
L4 - high stress)


Pedestrians and cyclists can 
travel better in the area


Yes:
Trail - L1


Intersections - LTS3


Yes:
Trail - L1


Intersections - LTS3


Yes:
Ped Undercrossing improves 


Ute crossing to LTS1
Not evaluated


No: (same as No-Action) 
Trail – LTS1


Intersections – LTS3


Yes:
Ped Undercrossing improves 


Ute crossing to LTS1
Do the walk times improve 
for key origin-destination 


pairs? (yes/no)


Total Walk Time Savings from No-Action 
for 4 O/D Pairs (min:sec)


Pedestrians and cyclists 
have higher level of 


comfort
53:30 54:00 52:30


Yes: (- 1:30)
Not evaluated 57:45


No: (+ 3:45)
53:45


Yes: (- 0:15)


Level 4 Screening - Cost and Impacts to the Built and Natural Environment


Natural 
Environment 


Impacts


Threatened and Endangered 
Species


Acres
How will this impact 


protected species in the 
area?


- - 0 Not evaluated 0.001 0.001


Wetlands & Waters of the 
United States


Acres and types of aquatic resources
(ditches, open water, wetlands, perennial 
streams)


How will this impact 
federally protected 


wetlands and waters?
- - 0.131 Not evaluated 0.186 0.012


Section 4(f) resources
Number and type of 
Section 4(f) use


Lands from a historic site or 
protected public resources - - 0 Not evaluated 0 0


Built
Environment


Impacts


Relocations
Number of potential residential 
or business relocations


Potential property impacts 
to community members - - 0 Not evaluated 3 businesses


0 residential 0


Land Use Compatibility with current land use plans Does it meet our 
community land use goals? - - Yes Not evaluated No Yes


Cost Construction Cost Estimate $2025 in millions What is the expense to the 
statewide community? - - $108M Not evaluated $201M $41M


SCREENING RESULTS SUMMARY (More detailed information in Draft Alternatives Development and Screening Results Report Tables 5-2 & 5-4)







The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental laws for this 
project are being, or have been, carried out by UDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Understanding 
dated May 26, 2022, and executed by FHWA and UDOT.


PROCESS & SCHEDULE


PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT


UDOT is asking for public input on the Alternatives Development and Screening Report. 
Please provide comments on the alternative screening process in the report, the initial 
impacts analysis, and the alternatives advanced for detailed evaluation in the Draft EIS.


30-DAY COMMENT PERIOD
FEBRUARY 26 - MARCH 27, 2024


COMMENTS CAN BE SUBMITTED THROUGH:


KimballJunctionEIS.udot.utah.gov KimballJunctionEIS@utah.gov


Kimball Junction EIS c/o HDR
2825 E. Cottonwood Parkway, Suite 200
Cottonwood Heights, UT 84121


435-255-3168


PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT ACTIVITIES:


WEBSITEPUBLIC COMMENT
PERIOD SOCIAL MEDIALOCAL GOVERNMENT


PRESENTATIONS


Individuals Requiring Accommodations: For those without internet access or needing accommodations 
including but not limited to translation or captioning, please notify the project team by March 18, 2024
at 435-255-3168 for assistance with viewing materials or providing comments.


• Council 
Presentations


• Open house
• 37-day 


comment 
period 


• Public 
engagement


• 30-day 
comment 
period 


• Council 
Presentations


• Public 
engagement


• 30-day comment 
period 


• Council 
Presentations


• Public hearing
• 45-day 


comment 
period


• Public
engagement


• Public
engagement


• Public
engagement


ONGOING STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 


REGULAR UPDATES WILL BE PROVIDED TO THE PUBLIC THROUGH EMAIL, SOCIAL MEDIA, AND THE STUDY WEBSITE


NEPA SCOPING
Winter 2022 - 
Spring 2023


ALTERNATIVES
DEVELOPMENT 
& REFINEMENT
Spring 2023 - 
Summer 2023


ALTERNATIVES 
SCREENING & 
PREPARE DRAFT EIS
Summer 2023 -
Spring 2024


Current Phase


DRAFT EIS
Spring 2024 - 
Summer 2024


FINAL EIS AND 
RECORD OF 
DECISION
Fall 2024


PRE-SCOPING
Spring 2022 - 
Fall 2022


AREA PLAN 
ALTERNATIVE 
CONCEPT 
DEVELOPMENT
2020 - 2021


2/26/24
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DESCRIPTION
This alternative consists of a split-diamond interchange configuration on I-80 with intersection and pedestrian improvements on SR-224. The existing 
single-point urban interchange (SPUI) at Kimball Junction would be converted into a tight-diamond configuration (tra�c signals at each o�-ramp), and 
the interchange tra�c would be split between the existing location at SR-224 and a new intersection with a bridge crossing I-80 to the west of SR-224.


The split-diamond interchange would disperse tra�c between the new access and SR-224 by providing easier access to residential and commercial 
locations in the Kimball Junction area. One-way roads for both eastbound and westbound directions would connect the two intersections and tie into 
the on- and o�-ramps for I-80. The shared-use path on the south side of I-80 would continue in the future for pedestrian comfort. 


A pedestrian undercrossing at Ute Boulevard and intersection improvements along SR-224 are proposed to move all users more e�ciently through the 
area. Intersection improvements include adding northbound and southbound through lanes on SR-224 between Olympic Parkway and I-80.


BENEFITS
Provides new access points, better tra�c 
dispersion, and direct access into the Kimball 
Junction area on the south side of I-80


Pedestrian undercrossing would increase 
connectivity and comfort


Improves travel time and mobility


Minimize queuing onto I-80


ALTERNATIVE A (REFINED)
SPLIT-DIAMOND INTERCHANGE WITH INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS


224


Ut
e 


Bl
vd


.


Rasmussen Rd.
Kilby Rd.


2200 W.


Hi
ghland Dr.


Newpark Blvd.


Redstone Ave.


Bear


Cub Dr.


Landmark Dr.


To Salt Lake City


Pheasant Way


Ol
ym


pic
 Pk


wy.


Existing Trail Network (Active Transportation)


SPUI: Single-point urban interchange where 
the streams of left-turning tra�c do not cross


Frontage road length reduced and turn lanes 
added on frontage roads around western end of 
new interchange


1


Roundabout at Ute/Landmark 
replaced with signalized intersection 
to accommodate increased traffic 
from interchange


3


Minor turn lane reconfigurations 
to add no-stop right turns


2


North-south trail between Ute and Olympic 
shifted away from SR-224 and pedestrian 
ramps lengthened to meet ADA design 
requirements


4


Bus rapid transit (BRT) 
lane included at Olympic


5
New trail connection
at southeast corner


6
New eastbound lane from 
SR-224 to Olympic roundabout 
added and extended


7


1


3


2


4


5
6
7


CHANGES FROM SCOPING PHASE TO SCREENING PHASE


2/26/24


Newpark Blvd.


Split-diamond interchange
with bridge crossing


Add third travel lane in both directions
on SR-224 from Olympic to Ute


Intersection
improvements


Pedestrian undercrossing


One-way
roads


Based on initial tra�c 
results, all the conceptual 
alternative designs were 
refined to meet projected 
2050 tra�c growth and 
applicable design 
standards for screening.







PHONE: 435-255-3186   WEB: KimballJunctionEIS.udot.utah.gov   EMAIL: kimballjunctioneis@utah.gov 


Criteria Measure Data What does this mean to me? Existing Conditions 
(2022)


2050 No-Action 
Alternative


Alternative A (Refined)
Split-Diamond Interchange With 


Intersection Improvements
Evaluation Considerations


Level 3 - Purpose & Need


Improving operations & travel 
times on SR-224 from I-80 


interchange through Olympic 
Parkway


Provides reliable through-tra�c travel time on 
SR-224 during the AM and PM peak hour? (yes/no)


Travel time
(average speed in mph) I’m not stuck in slow moving trac


AM SB - 6:15 (17)
PM NB - 7:45 (13)


AM SB - 11:30 (9)
PM NB - 9:30 (11)


Yes:
AM SB - 4:30 (25)
PM NB - 4:15 (23)


- Substantial improvement over No-Action 
and Existing conditions


- Least e�cient among build alternatives


Meets a level of service of LOS D for as many 
intersections as possible.


Number of intersections 
at LOS E or F


I’m not sitting through multiple light 
cycles all the time


AM - 1
PM - 2


AM - 1
PM - 5


AM - 1
PM - 0


Improving safety by 
eliminating vehicle queues on 


I-80 o�-ramps


Is the percent served improved during the peak 
hour? (yes/no)


Percent served I can travel through the area 99% 86% Yes - 100%


Are the o�-ramp vehicle queue lengths eliminated 
on I-80 mainline through lanes? (yes/no)


Length of vehicle queue  
(feet)


Trac isn’t backed up on the I-80 
mainline No: 2,600 No:  >5,000 Yes: 600


Maintaining or improving 
transit travel times through 


evaluation area


Does the alternative maintain or improve the 
SR-224 BRT transit travel times through the 


evaluation area? (yes/no)


Total BRT Travel Time (NB+SB, AM+PM) Savings 
from No-Action
(min:sec)


Public transportation will work more 
eciently N/A 16:30 14:00


Yes: (- 2:30)
- Most transit time savings


Improving pedestrian 
& bicyclist mobility and 


accessibility through 
evaluation area


Does the level of tra�c stress improve in the  
vicinity of SR-224? (yes/no)


Level of Tra�c Stress (LTS) 
(1-4 scale, L1 - low stress, 
L4 - high stress)


Pedestrians and cyclists can travel better 
in the area


Yes:
Trail - L1


Intersections - LTS3


Yes:
Trail - L1


Intersections - LTS3


Yes:
Ped Undercrossing improves Ute 


crossing to LTS1


Do the walk times improve for key 
origin-destination pairs? (yes/no)


Total Walk Time Savings from No-Action for 4 O/D 
Pairs (min:sec)


Pedestrians and cyclists have higher level 
of comfort 53:30 54:00 52:30


Yes: (- 1:30)
- Most pedestrian walk time savings


Level 4 Screening - Cost and Impacts to the Built and Natural Environment


Natural 
Environment 


Impacts


Threatened and Endangered Species Acres How will this impact protected species in 
the area? - - 0


Wetlands & Waters of the United States Acres and types of aquatic resources
(ditches, open water, wetlands, perennial streams)


How will this impact federally protected 
wetlands and waters? - - 0.131 - Medium wetland impact


Section 4(f) resources
Number and type of 
Section 4(f) use


Lands from a historic site or protected 
public resources - - 0


Built
Environment


Impacts


Relocations
Number of potential residential 
or business relocations


Potential property impacts to community 
members - - 0 - Large footprint outside of existing 


SR-224 corridor and parking impacts


Land Use Compatibility with current land use plans Does it meet our community land use 
goals? - - Yes


Cost Construction Cost Estimate $2025 in millions What is the expense to the statewide 
community? - - $108M - Medium/high cost 


- Medium construction complexity


Criteria Measure Data What does this mean to me? Existing Conditions 
(2022)


2050 No-Action 
Alternative


Alternative A (Refined)
Split-Diamond Interchange With 


Intersection Improvements
Evaluation Considerations


Level 3 - Purpose & Need


Improving operations & travel 
times on SR-224 from I-80 


interchange through Olympic 
Parkway


Provides reliable through-tra�c travel time on 
SR-224 during the AM and PM peak hour? (yes/no)


Travel time
(average speed in mph) I’m not stuck in slow moving trac


AM SB - 6:15 (17)
PM NB - 7:45 (13)


AM SB - 11:30 (9)
PM NB - 9:30 (11)


Yes:
AM SB - 4:30 (25)
PM NB - 4:15 (23)


- Substantial improvement over No-Action 
and Existing conditions


- Least e�cient among build alternatives


Meets a level of service of LOS D for as many 
intersections as possible.


Number of intersections 
at LOS E or F


I’m not sitting through multiple light 
cycles all the time


AM - 1
PM - 2


AM - 1
PM - 5


AM - 1
PM - 0


Improving safety by 
eliminating vehicle queues on 


I-80 o�-ramps


Is the percent served improved during the peak 
hour? (yes/no)


Percent served I can travel through the area 99% 86% Yes - 100%


Are the o�-ramp vehicle queue lengths eliminated 
on I-80 mainline through lanes? (yes/no)


Length of vehicle queue  
(feet)


Trac isn’t backed up on the I-80 
mainline No: 2,600 No:  >5,000 Yes: 600


Maintaining or improving 
transit travel times through 


evaluation area


Does the alternative maintain or improve the 
SR-224 BRT transit travel times through the 


evaluation area? (yes/no)


Total BRT Travel Time (NB+SB, AM+PM) Savings 
from No-Action
(min:sec)


Public transportation will work more 
eciently N/A 16:30 14:00


Yes: (- 2:30)
- Most transit time savings


Improving pedestrian 
& bicyclist mobility and 


accessibility through 
evaluation area


Does the level of tra�c stress improve in the  
vicinity of SR-224? (yes/no)


Level of Tra�c Stress (LTS) 
(1-4 scale, L1 - low stress, 
L4 - high stress)


Pedestrians and cyclists can travel better 
in the area


Yes:
Trail - L1


Intersections - LTS3


Yes:
Trail - L1


Intersections - LTS3


Yes:
Ped Undercrossing improves Ute 


crossing to LTS1


Do the walk times improve for key 
origin-destination pairs? (yes/no)


Total Walk Time Savings from No-Action for 4 O/D 
Pairs (min:sec)


Pedestrians and cyclists have higher level 
of comfort 53:30 54:00 52:30


Yes: (- 1:30)
- Most pedestrian walk time savings


Level 4 Screening - Cost and Impacts to the Built and Natural Environment


Natural 
Environment 


Impacts


Threatened and Endangered Species Acres How will this impact protected species in 
the area? - - 0


Wetlands & Waters of the United States Acres and types of aquatic resources
(ditches, open water, wetlands, perennial streams)


How will this impact federally protected 
wetlands and waters? - - 0.131 - Medium wetland impact


Section 4(f) resources
Number and type of 
Section 4(f) use


Lands from a historic site or protected 
public resources - - 0


Built
Environment


Impacts


Relocations
Number of potential residential 
or business relocations


Potential property impacts to community 
members - - 0 - Large footprint outside of existing 


SR-224 corridor and parking impacts


Land Use Compatibility with current land use plans Does it meet our community land use 
goals? - - Yes


Cost Construction Cost Estimate $2025 in millions What is the expense to the statewide 
community? - - $108M - Medium/high cost 


- Medium construction complexity
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DESCRIPTION
This alternative consists of grade-separated intersections at Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway that would help separate local and through tra�c in 
the area. SR-224 would remain at or close to its current location horizontally but would be depressed below the surface streets through Kimball 
Junction. Entrance ramps would diverge from SR-224 to create a one-way frontage road system. Vehicles heading northbound from SR-224 to I-80 
eastbound would exit onto the northbound frontage road south of Olympic Boulevard to continue north and use the existing on-ramp.  


The existing pedestrian undercrossing south of Olympic Parkway would be relocated. Olympic Parkway and Ute Boulevard would tie into the 
frontage system at intersections, crossing over SR-224 on bridges.


ALTERNATIVE B (REFINED)
GRADE-SEPARATED INTERSECTIONS WITH ONE-WAY FRONTAGE ROADS TO THE I-80 INTERCHANGE


BENEFITS
By depressing the road through the
Kimball Junction area, there would be
fewer above-ground visual impacts


Improves travel time and mobility


Minimize queuing onto I-80
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4


1


3


5


6


2


Existing Trail Network (Active Transportation)


Walls


Added additional lane to 
on-ramp


1
Modified right-turn lane configuration


Added additional right-turn lane to I-80


2


Turning and through lanes added
at Ute


3
Second lane added to southern approach at Ute and 
Landmark roundabout


4


Turning and through lanes added at Olympic


Incorporated bus rapid transit (BRT) lanes at the intersection of SR-224 and Olympic


5


Updated northbound exit from one lane to two lanes onto frontage road


Relocated and refined pedestrian undercrossing south of Olympic and trail connections updated to 
meet ADA design requirements


6


2/26/24


CHANGES FROM SCOPING PHASE TO SCREENING PHASE


Based on initial tra�c 
results, all the conceptual 
alternative designs were
refined to meet projected 
2050 tra�c growth and 
applicable design 
standards for screening.


Criteria Measure Data What does this mean to me? Existing Conditions 
(2022)


2050 No-Action 
Alternative


Alternative A (Refined)
Split-Diamond Interchange With 


Intersection Improvements
Evaluation Considerations


Level 3 - Purpose & Need


Improving operations & travel 
times on SR-224 from I-80 


interchange through Olympic 
Parkway


Provides reliable through-tra�c travel time on 
SR-224 during the AM and PM peak hour? (yes/no)


Travel time
(average speed in mph) I’m not stuck in slow moving trac


AM SB - 6:15 (17)
PM NB - 7:45 (13)


AM SB - 11:30 (9)
PM NB - 9:30 (11)


Yes:
AM SB - 4:30 (25)
PM NB - 4:15 (23)


- Substantial improvement over No-Action 
and Existing conditions


- Least e�cient among build alternatives


Meets a level of service of LOS D for as many 
intersections as possible.


Number of intersections 
at LOS E or F


I’m not sitting through multiple light 
cycles all the time


AM - 1
PM - 2


AM - 1
PM - 5


AM - 1
PM - 0


Improving safety by 
eliminating vehicle queues on 


I-80 o�-ramps


Is the percent served improved during the peak 
hour? (yes/no)


Percent served I can travel through the area 99% 86% Yes - 100%


Are the o�-ramp vehicle queue lengths eliminated 
on I-80 mainline through lanes? (yes/no)


Length of vehicle queue  
(feet)


Trac isn’t backed up on the I-80 
mainline No: 2,600 No:  >5,000 Yes: 600


Maintaining or improving 
transit travel times through 


evaluation area


Does the alternative maintain or improve the 
SR-224 BRT transit travel times through the 


evaluation area? (yes/no)


Total BRT Travel Time (NB+SB, AM+PM) Savings 
from No-Action
(min:sec)


Public transportation will work more 
eciently N/A 16:30 14:00


Yes: (- 2:30)
- Most transit time savings


Improving pedestrian 
& bicyclist mobility and 


accessibility through 
evaluation area


Does the level of tra�c stress improve in the  
vicinity of SR-224? (yes/no)


Level of Tra�c Stress (LTS) 
(1-4 scale, L1 - low stress, 
L4 - high stress)


Pedestrians and cyclists can travel better 
in the area


Yes:
Trail - L1


Intersections - LTS3


Yes:
Trail - L1


Intersections - LTS3


Yes:
Ped Undercrossing improves Ute 


crossing to LTS1


Do the walk times improve for key 
origin-destination pairs? (yes/no)


Total Walk Time Savings from No-Action for 4 O/D 
Pairs (min:sec)


Pedestrians and cyclists have higher level 
of comfort 53:30 54:00 52:30


Yes: (- 1:30)
- Most pedestrian walk time savings


Level 4 Screening - Cost and Impacts to the Built and Natural Environment


Natural 
Environment 


Impacts


Threatened and Endangered Species Acres How will this impact protected species in 
the area? - - 0


Wetlands & Waters of the United States Acres and types of aquatic resources
(ditches, open water, wetlands, perennial streams)


How will this impact federally protected 
wetlands and waters? - - 0.131 - Medium wetland impact


Section 4(f) resources
Number and type of 
Section 4(f) use


Lands from a historic site or protected 
public resources - - 0


Built
Environment


Impacts


Relocations
Number of potential residential 
or business relocations


Potential property impacts to community 
members - - 0 - Large footprint outside of existing 


SR-224 corridor and parking impacts


Land Use Compatibility with current land use plans Does it meet our community land use 
goals? - - Yes


Cost Construction Cost Estimate $2025 in millions What is the expense to the statewide 
community? - - $108M - Medium/high cost 


- Medium construction complexity


Interchange improvements


Grade separated
intersections
with bridge


Depressed road


Relocate existing pedestrian
undercrossing to the south


One-way frontage roads


Add additional lane on I-80
eastbound off-ramp







Criteria Measure Data What does this mean to me? Existing Conditions 
(2022)


2050 No-Action 
Alternative


Alternative B (Refined)
Grade-Separated Intersections With One-Way 


Frontage Roads To The I-80 Interchange
Evaluation Considerations


Level 3 - Purpose & Need


Improving operations 
& travel times on 
SR-224 from I-80 


interchange through 
Olympic Parkway


Provides reliable through-tra�c travel time on
SR-224 during the AM and PM peak hour? (yes/no)


Travel time
(average speed in mph) I’m not stuck in slow moving trac


AM SB - 6:15 (17)
PM NB - 7:45 (13)


AM SB - 11:30 (9)
PM NB - 9:30 (11)


Yes:
AM SB - 3:15 (33)
PM NB - 2:45 (37)


- Shortest PM northbound travel time


Meets a level of service of LOS D for as many 
intersections as possible.


Number of intersections 
at LOS E or F


I’m not sitting through multiple light 
cycles all the time


AM - 1
PM - 2


AM - 1
PM - 5


AM - 0
PM - 0


Improving safety by 
eliminating vehicle 
queues on I-80 o�-


ramps


Is the percent served improved during the peak 
hour? (yes/no)


Percent served I can travel through the area 99% 86% Yes: 100%


Are the o�-ramp vehicle queue lengths eliminated 
on I-80 mainline through lanes? (yes/no)


Length of vehicle queue  
(feet)


Trac isn’t backed up on the I-80 
mainline No: 2,600 No:  >5,000 Yes: 900


Maintaining or 
improving transit 


travel times through 
evaluation area


Does the alternative maintain or improve the 
SR-224 BRT transit travel times through the 


evaluation area? (yes/no)


Total BRT Travel Time (NB+SB, AM+PM) Savings 
from No-Action
(min:sec)


Public transportation will work more 
eciently N/A 16:30 14:15


Yes (- 2:15)


Improving pedestrian 
& bicyclist mobility 


and accessibility 
through evaluation 


area


Does the level of tra�c stress improve in the  
vicinity of SR-224? (yes/no)


Level of Tra�c Stress (LTS) 
(1-4 scale, L1 - low stress, 
L4 - high stress)


Pedestrians and cyclists can travel better 
in the area


Yes:
Trail - L1


Intersections - LTS3


Yes:
Trail - L1


Intersections - LTS3


No (same as No-Action): 
Trail – LTS1


Intersections – LTS3


- No improvement to pedestrian and 
cyclist travel stress


Do the walk times improve for key 
origin-destination pairs? (yes/no)


Total Walk Time Savings from No-Action for 4 O/D 
Pairs (min:sec)


Pedestrians and cyclists have higher level 
of comfort 53:30 54:00 57:45


No: (+ 3:45)
- Negative e�ect on pedestrian travel time 


and comfort


Level 4 Screening - Cost and Impacts to the Built and Natural Environment


Natural 
Environment 


Impacts


Threatened and Endangered Species Acres How will this impact protected species in 
the area? - - 0.001


Wetlands & Waters of the United States Acres and types of aquatic resources
(ditches, open water, wetlands, perennial streams)


How will this impact federally protected 
wetlands and waters? - - 0.186 - Highest wetland impact


Section 4(f) resources
Number and type of 
Section 4(f) use


Lands from a historic site or protected 
public resources - - 0


Built
Environment


Impacts


Relocations
Number of potential residential 
or business relocations


Potential property impacts to community 
members - - 3 businesses


0 residential


- 3 business relocations
- Most number of properties impacted


Land Use Compatibility with current land use plans Does it meet our community land use 
goals? - - No


- Wider footprint would not meet 
land use objective of a seamlessly 
connected neighborhood as well as 
other alternatives


Cost Construction Cost Estimate $2025 in millions What is the expense to the statewide 
community? - - $201M


- Highest cost 
- Highest construction complexity
- High complexity drainage due to 


depressed road and elevated water table
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ALTERNATIVE C (REFINED)
INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS WITH PEDESTRIAN ENHANCEMENTS


BENEFITS
Pedestrian undercrossing would
increase connectivity and comfort


Improves travel time and mobility


Minimize queuing onto I-80 


DESCRIPTION
This alternative consists of additional through travel lanes, additional turn lanes at the intersections to improve intersection e�ciency, and improvements for 
pedestrian and bicycle accessibility. 


Improvements include adding dual left turn lanes at Olympic Parkway for southbound-to-eastbound and northbound-to-westbound movement and building
a pedestrian undercrossing south of Ute Boulevard. This option would also include adding an additional northbound and southbound lane on SR-224 from 
Olympic Parkway to Ute Boulevard, along with extending the westbound-to-northbound right-turn lane on Newpark Boulevard and extending the 
eastbound-to-northbound dual left-turn lanes on Ute Boulevard.
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Existing Trail Network (Active Transportation)


SPUI: Single-point urban interchange 
where the streams of left-turning 
tra�c do not cross


Added additional lane to on-ramp
1


Double left turn instead of a triple left turn to westbound I-80


Minor turn lane reconfigurations at SPUI to add free right 
turns at ramps


2
Second lane added to 
southern approach at Ute 
and Landmark roundabout


3


North-south trail between Ute and Olympic shifted away from SR-224 and trail connection to 
pedestrian undercrossing lengthened to meet ADA requirements


Removed east-west crosswalks at Ute and Olympic to increase signal efficiency


Right turn lane added at Ute and Olympic to reduce traffic delay


4


Incorporated bus rapid transit 
(BRT) lanes at intersection of 
SR-224 and Olympic 


5
Trail connection 
added to southeast 
corner at Olympic


6
New eastbound lane from 
SR-224 to Olympic roundabout 
added and extended


7


2/26/24


CHANGES FROM SCOPING PHASE TO SCREENING PHASE


Based on initial tra�c 
results, all the conceptual 
alternative designs were
refined to meet projected 
2050 tra�c growth and 
applicable design 
standards for screening.


Add additional lane on I-80
eastbound off-ramp


Add third travel lane in both directions
on SR-224 from Olympic to Ute


Right-turn lane from the eastbound
I-80 off-ramp to Ute


Pedestrian
undercrossing


Extended left-turn lane
Extended right-turn lane
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Criteria Measure Data What does this mean to me? Existing Conditions 
(2022)


2050 No-Action 
Alternative


Alternative C (Refined)
Intersection Improvements With 


Pedestrian Enhancements
Evaluation Considerations


Level 3 - Purpose & Need


Improving operations & travel 
times on SR-224 from I-80 


interchange through Olympic 
Parkway


Provides reliable through-tra�c travel time on 
SR-224 during the AM and PM peak hour? (yes/no)


Travel time
(average speed in mph) I’m not stuck in slow moving trac


AM SB - 6:15 (17)
PM NB - 7:45 (13)


AM SB - 11:30 (9)
PM NB - 9:30 (11)


Yes:
AM SB - 3:15 (33)
PM NB - 3:45 (26)


- Similar AM SB travel time as 
Alternative B


Meets a level of service of LOS D for as many 
intersections as possible.


Number of intersections 
at LOS E or F


I’m not sitting through multiple light 
cycles all the time


AM - 1
PM - 2


AM - 1
PM - 5


AM - 0
PM - 0


Improving safety by 
eliminating vehicle queues on 


I-80 o�-ramps


Is the percent served improved during the peak 
hour? (yes/no)


Percent served I can travel through the area 99% 86% Yes: 100%


Are the o�-ramp vehicle queue lengths eliminated 
on I-80 mainline through lanes? (yes/no)


Length of vehicle queue  
(feet)


Trac isn’t backed up on the I-80 
mainline No: 2,600 No:  >5,000 Yes: 400 - Shortest I-80 vehicle queue


Maintaining or improving 
transit travel times through 


evaluation area


Does the alternative maintain or improve the 
SR-224 BRT transit travel times through the 


evaluation area? (yes/no)


Total BRT Travel Time (NB+SB, AM+PM) Savings 
from No-Action
(min:sec)


Public transportation will work more 
eciently N/A 16:30 14:30


Yes: (- 2:00)


Improving pedestrian 
& bicyclist mobility and 


accessibility through 
evaluation area


Does the level of tra�c stress improve in the  
vicinity of SR-224? (yes/no)


Level of Tra�c Stress (LTS) 
(1-4 scale, L1 - low stress, 
L4 - high stress)


Pedestrians and cyclists can travel better 
in the area


Yes:
Trail - L1


Intersections - LTS3


Yes:
Trail - L1


Intersections - LTS3


Yes:
Ped undercrossing improves 


Ute crossing to LTS1


Do the walk times improve for key 
origin-destination pairs? (yes/no)


Total Walk Time Savings from No-Action for 4 O/D 
Pairs (min:sec)


Pedestrians and cyclists have higher level 
of comfort 53:30 54:00 53:45


Yes: (- 0:15)


Level 4 Screening - Cost and Impacts to the Built and Natural Environment


Natural 
Environment 


Impacts


Threatened and Endangered Species Acres How will this impact protected species in 
the area? - - 0.001


Wetlands & Waters of the United States Acres and types of aquatic resources
(ditches, open water, wetlands, perennial streams)


How will this impact federally protected 
wetlands and waters? - - 0.012 - Lowest wetland impact


Section 4(f) resources
Number and type of 
Section 4(f) use


Lands from a historic site or protected 
public resources - - 0


Built
Environment


Impacts


Relocations
Number of potential residential 
or business relocations


Potential property impacts to community 
members - - 0 - Minor right-of-way acquisitions


Land Use Compatibility with current land use plans Does it meet our community land use 
goals? - - Yes


Cost Construction Cost Estimate $2025 in millions What is the expense to the statewide 
community? - - $41M - Lowest cost 


- Low construction complexity







ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT
AND SCREENING REPORT

EIS ALTERNATIVE SCREENING PROCESS
Level 3 screening criteria eliminated alternatives (potential transportation improvements) that do 
not meet the purpose and need of the project. Level 4 screening criteria eliminated alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need but would have unreasonable impacts on the natural and human 
environment, would not meet regulatory requirements, or could be replaced by a less costly 
concept with similar impacts. 

LEVEL 3 SCREENING
UDOT conducted an initial tra�c evaluation on the conceptual alternatives from the 2021 Area Plan.
All the conceptual alternative designs were refined and the refined alternatives were carried through
the full Level 3 screening process. Alternative B did not meet the project purpose and did not pass 
Level 3 screening—however, it was carried forward in Level 4 screening for comparison.

LEVEL 4 SCREENING
Two alternatives, refined Alternatives A and C, passed Level 4 screening and are being advanced for 
detailed impacts analysis in the Draft EIS. Because refined Alternative B does not meet the purpose 
of the project and would have the most Waters of the US (WOTUS) impacts, the most relocations, 
and the highest cost without substantially greater benefits, it was not advanced for further 
evaluation in the Draft EIS.

The purpose of the Kimball Junction Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is to address 
transportation-related safety and mobility for all users of the Kimball Junction area by:
• Improving operations and travel times on SR-224 from the I-80 interchange through Olympic Pkwy.
• Improving safety by reducing vehicle queues on I-80 o�-ramps
• Improving pedestrian and bicyclist mobility and accessibility throughout the evaluation area
• Maintaining or improving transit travel times through the evaluation area

PHONE: 435-255-3186   WEB: KimballJunctionEIS.udot.utah.gov   EMAIL: kimballjunctioneis@utah.gov 

LEVEL 3 SCREENING:
Purpose & Need

• Travel times and intersection 
operating conditions

• Vehicle queue lengths
• Improving bicycle/pedestrian

mobility and accessibility

LEVEL 1

• Fatal flaw analysis
- Causes irreconcilable environmental

or community impacts?
- Infeasible or unreasonable?

• Problems & opportunities
- Improves interchange capacity/vehicle mobility? 
- Maintains/improves multimodal travel options, health, 

and safety for pedestrians, cyclists, transit users?
- Supports operation/reliability of the SR-224 BRT?

(over 30 alternatives evaluated)

LEVEL 2

• Tra�c performance, pedestrian and cyclist safety
• Preliminary environmental e�ects and

community support
(3 alternatives advanced to EIS)

LEVEL 4 SCREENING:
Impacts & Cost

• Threatened & endangered species
• Waters of the US
• Relocations
• Land use
• Cost

Draft EIS: Detailed
 impact analysis

Level 4 Screening

Update alternatives
as needed

A
rea P

lan
E

IS

Screening of conceptual alternatives

Develop conceptual alternatives

Define study area

Refine alternatives

Level 3 Screening

Area Plan

EIS



Criteria Measure Data What does this 
mean to me?

Existing Conditions 
(2022)

2050 No-Action 
Alternative

Alternative A (Refined)
Split-Diamond Interchange 

With Intersection 
Improvements

Alternative B (concept 
from Area Plan) 

(intersections fail: not 
fully evaluated)

Alternative B (Refined)
Grade-Separated Intersections 
With One-Way Frontage Roads 

To The I-80 Interchange

Alternative C (Refined)
Intersection Improvements 

With Pedestrian 
Enhancements

Level 3 - Purpose & Need

Improving operations & 
travel times on SR-224 
from I-80 interchange 

through Olympic 
Parkway

Provides reliable through-
tra�c travel time on SR-224 
during the AM and PM peak 

hour? (yes/no)

Travel time
(average speed in mph)

I’m not stuck in slow 
moving trac

AM SB - 6:15 (17)
PM NB - 7:45 (13)

AM SB - 11:30 (9)
PM NB - 9:30 (11)

Yes:
AM SB - 4:30 (25)
PM NB - 4:15 (23)

Not evaluated
Yes:

AM SB - 3:15 (33)
PM NB - 2:45 (37)

Yes:
AM SB - 3:15 (33)
PM NB - 3:45 (26)

Meets a level of service of 
LOS D for as many 

intersections as possible.

Number of intersections 
at LOS E or F

I’m not sitting through 
multiple light cycles all 

the time

AM - 1
PM - 2

AM - 1
PM - 5

AM - 1
PM - 0

AM – 2
PM – 8

AM - 0
PM - 0

AM - 0
PM - 0

Improving safety 
by eliminating vehicle 

queues on I-80 
o�-ramps

Is the percent served 
improved during the peak 

hour? (yes/no)
Percent served I can travel through 

the area 99% 86% Yes: 100% No: 92% AM, 79% PM Yes: 100% Yes: 100%

Are the o�-ramp vehicle 
queue lengths eliminated on 
I-80 mainline through lanes? 

(yes/no)

Length of vehicle queue  
(feet)

Trac isn’t backed up on 
the I-80 mainline No: 2,600 No: >5,000 Yes: 600 No: >5,000 Yes: 900 Yes: 400

Maintaining or improving 
transit travel times 

through evaluation area

Does the alternative maintain 
or improve the SR-224 BRT 
transit travel times through 

the evaluation area? (yes/no)

Total BRT Travel Time (NB+SB, AM+PM) 
Savings from No-Action
(min:sec)

Public transportation will 
work more eciently N/A 16:30 14:00

Yes: (- 2:30)
Not evaluated 14:15

Yes (- 2:15)
14:30

Yes (- 2:00)

Improving pedestrian 
& bicyclist mobility and 

accessibility through 
evaluation area

Does the level of tra�c stress 
improve in the vicinity of 

SR-224? (yes/no)

Level of Tra�c Stress (LTS) 
(1-4 scale, L1 - low stress, 
L4 - high stress)

Pedestrians and cyclists can 
travel better in the area

Yes:
Trail - L1

Intersections - LTS3

Yes:
Trail - L1

Intersections - LTS3

Yes:
Ped Undercrossing improves 

Ute crossing to LTS1
Not evaluated

No: (same as No-Action) 
Trail – LTS1

Intersections – LTS3

Yes:
Ped Undercrossing improves 

Ute crossing to LTS1
Do the walk times improve 
for key origin-destination 

pairs? (yes/no)

Total Walk Time Savings from No-Action 
for 4 O/D Pairs (min:sec)

Pedestrians and cyclists 
have higher level of 

comfort
53:30 54:00 52:30

Yes: (- 1:30)
Not evaluated 57:45

No: (+ 3:45)
53:45

Yes: (- 0:15)

Level 4 Screening - Cost and Impacts to the Built and Natural Environment

Natural 
Environment 

Impacts

Threatened and Endangered 
Species

Acres
How will this impact 

protected species in the 
area?

- - 0 Not evaluated 0.001 0.001

Wetlands & Waters of the 
United States

Acres and types of aquatic resources
(ditches, open water, wetlands, perennial 
streams)

How will this impact 
federally protected 

wetlands and waters?
- - 0.131 Not evaluated 0.186 0.012

Section 4(f) resources
Number and type of 
Section 4(f) use

Lands from a historic site or 
protected public resources - - 0 Not evaluated 0 0

Built
Environment

Impacts

Relocations
Number of potential residential 
or business relocations

Potential property impacts 
to community members - - 0 Not evaluated 3 businesses

0 residential 0

Land Use Compatibility with current land use plans Does it meet our 
community land use goals? - - Yes Not evaluated No Yes

Cost Construction Cost Estimate $2025 in millions What is the expense to the 
statewide community? - - $108M Not evaluated $201M $41M

SCREENING RESULTS SUMMARY (More detailed information in Draft Alternatives Development and Screening Results Report Tables 5-2 & 5-4)

Criteria Measure Data What does this 
mean to me?

Existing Conditions 
(2022)

2050 No-Action 
Alternative

Alternative A (Refined)
Split-Diamond Interchange 

With Intersection 
Improvements

Alternative B (concept 
from Area Plan) 

(intersections fail: not 
fully evaluated)

Alternative B (Refined)
Grade-Separated Intersections 
With One-Way Frontage Roads 

To The I-80 Interchange

Alternative C (Refined)
Intersection Improvements 

With Pedestrian 
Enhancements

Level 3 - Purpose & Need

Improving operations & 
travel times on SR-224 
from I-80 interchange 

through Olympic 
Parkway

Provides reliable through-
tra�c travel time on SR-224 
during the AM and PM peak 

hour? (yes/no)

Travel time
(average speed in mph)

I’m not stuck in slow 
moving trac

AM SB - 6:15 (17)
PM NB - 7:45 (13)

AM SB - 11:30 (9)
PM NB - 9:30 (11)

Yes:
AM SB - 4:30 (25)
PM NB - 4:15 (23)

Not evaluated
Yes:

AM SB - 3:15 (33)
PM NB - 2:45 (37)

Yes:
AM SB - 3:15 (33)
PM NB - 3:45 (26)

Meets a level of service of 
LOS D for as many 

intersections as possible.

Number of intersections 
at LOS E or F

I’m not sitting through 
multiple light cycles all 

the time

AM - 1
PM - 2

AM - 1
PM - 5

AM - 1
PM - 0

AM – 2
PM – 8

AM - 0
PM - 0

AM - 0
PM - 0

Improving safety 
by eliminating vehicle 

queues on I-80 
o�-ramps

Is the percent served 
improved during the peak 

hour? (yes/no)
Percent served I can travel through 

the area 99% 86% Yes: 100% No: 92% AM, 79% PM Yes: 100% Yes: 100%

Are the o�-ramp vehicle 
queue lengths eliminated on 
I-80 mainline through lanes? 

(yes/no)

Length of vehicle queue  
(feet)

Trac isn’t backed up on 
the I-80 mainline No: 2,600 No: >5,000 Yes: 600 No: >5,000 Yes: 900 Yes: 400

Maintaining or improving 
transit travel times 

through evaluation area

Does the alternative maintain 
or improve the SR-224 BRT 
transit travel times through 

the evaluation area? (yes/no)

Total BRT Travel Time (NB+SB, AM+PM) 
Savings from No-Action
(min:sec)

Public transportation will 
work more eciently N/A 16:30 14:00

Yes: (- 2:30)
Not evaluated 14:15

Yes (- 2:15)
14:30

Yes (- 2:00)

Improving pedestrian 
& bicyclist mobility and 

accessibility through 
evaluation area

Does the level of tra�c stress 
improve in the vicinity of 

SR-224? (yes/no)

Level of Tra�c Stress (LTS) 
(1-4 scale, L1 - low stress, 
L4 - high stress)

Pedestrians and cyclists can 
travel better in the area

Yes:
Trail - L1

Intersections - LTS3

Yes:
Trail - L1

Intersections - LTS3

Yes:
Ped Undercrossing improves 

Ute crossing to LTS1
Not evaluated

No: (same as No-Action) 
Trail – LTS1

Intersections – LTS3

Yes:
Ped Undercrossing improves 

Ute crossing to LTS1
Do the walk times improve 
for key origin-destination 

pairs? (yes/no)

Total Walk Time Savings from No-Action 
for 4 O/D Pairs (min:sec)

Pedestrians and cyclists 
have higher level of 

comfort
53:30 54:00 52:30

Yes: (- 1:30)
Not evaluated 57:45

No: (+ 3:45)
53:45

Yes: (- 0:15)

Level 4 Screening - Cost and Impacts to the Built and Natural Environment

Natural 
Environment 

Impacts

Threatened and Endangered 
Species

Acres
How will this impact 

protected species in the 
area?

- - 0 Not evaluated 0.001 0.001

Wetlands & Waters of the 
United States

Acres and types of aquatic resources
(ditches, open water, wetlands, perennial 
streams)

How will this impact 
federally protected 

wetlands and waters?
- - 0.131 Not evaluated 0.186 0.012

Section 4(f) resources
Number and type of 
Section 4(f) use

Lands from a historic site or 
protected public resources - - 0 Not evaluated 0 0

Built
Environment

Impacts

Relocations
Number of potential residential 
or business relocations

Potential property impacts 
to community members - - 0 Not evaluated 3 businesses

0 residential 0

Land Use Compatibility with current land use plans Does it meet our 
community land use goals? - - Yes Not evaluated No Yes

Cost Construction Cost Estimate $2025 in millions What is the expense to the 
statewide community? - - $108M Not evaluated $201M $41M

SCREENING RESULTS SUMMARY (More detailed information in Draft Alternatives Development and Screening Results Report Tables 5-2 & 5-4)





The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental laws for this 
project are being, or have been, carried out by UDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Understanding 
dated May 26, 2022, and executed by FHWA and UDOT.

PROCESS & SCHEDULE

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

UDOT is asking for public input on the Alternatives Development and Screening Report. 
Please provide comments on the alternative screening process in the report, the initial 
impacts analysis, and the alternatives advanced for detailed evaluation in the Draft EIS.

30-DAY COMMENT PERIOD
FEBRUARY 26 - MARCH 27, 2024

COMMENTS CAN BE SUBMITTED THROUGH:

KimballJunctionEIS.udot.utah.gov KimballJunctionEIS@utah.gov

Kimball Junction EIS c/o HDR
2825 E. Cottonwood Parkway, Suite 200
Cottonwood Heights, UT 84121

435-255-3168

PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT ACTIVITIES:

WEBSITEPUBLIC COMMENT
PERIOD SOCIAL MEDIALOCAL GOVERNMENT

PRESENTATIONS

Individuals Requiring Accommodations: For those without internet access or needing accommodations 
including but not limited to translation or captioning, please notify the project team by March 18, 2024
at 435-255-3168 for assistance with viewing materials or providing comments.

• Council 
Presentations

• Open house
• 37-day 

comment 
period 

• Public 
engagement

• 30-day 
comment 
period 

• Council 
Presentations

• Public 
engagement

• 30-day comment 
period 

• Council 
Presentations

• Public hearing
• 45-day 

comment 
period

• Public
engagement

• Public
engagement

• Public
engagement

ONGOING STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 

REGULAR UPDATES WILL BE PROVIDED TO THE PUBLIC THROUGH EMAIL, SOCIAL MEDIA, AND THE STUDY WEBSITE

NEPA SCOPING
Winter 2022 - 
Spring 2023

ALTERNATIVES
DEVELOPMENT 
& REFINEMENT
Spring 2023 - 
Summer 2023

ALTERNATIVES 
SCREENING & 
PREPARE DRAFT EIS
Summer 2023 -
Spring 2024

Current Phase

DRAFT EIS
Spring 2024 - 
Summer 2024

FINAL EIS AND 
RECORD OF 
DECISION
Fall 2024

PRE-SCOPING
Spring 2022 - 
Fall 2022

AREA PLAN 
ALTERNATIVE 
CONCEPT 
DEVELOPMENT
2020 - 2021

2/26/24



This page is intentionally left blank 
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DESCRIPTION
This alternative consists of a split-diamond interchange configuration on I-80 with intersection and pedestrian improvements on SR-224. The existing 
single-point urban interchange (SPUI) at Kimball Junction would be converted into a tight-diamond configuration (tra�c signals at each o�-ramp), and 
the interchange tra�c would be split between the existing location at SR-224 and a new intersection with a bridge crossing I-80 to the west of SR-224.

The split-diamond interchange would disperse tra�c between the new access and SR-224 by providing easier access to residential and commercial 
locations in the Kimball Junction area. One-way roads for both eastbound and westbound directions would connect the two intersections and tie into 
the on- and o�-ramps for I-80. The shared-use path on the south side of I-80 would continue in the future for pedestrian comfort. 

A pedestrian undercrossing at Ute Boulevard and intersection improvements along SR-224 are proposed to move all users more e�ciently through the 
area. Intersection improvements include adding northbound and southbound through lanes on SR-224 between Olympic Parkway and I-80.

BENEFITS
Provides new access points, better tra�c 
dispersion, and direct access into the Kimball 
Junction area on the south side of I-80

Pedestrian undercrossing would increase 
connectivity and comfort

Improves travel time and mobility

Minimize queuing onto I-80

ALTERNATIVE A (REFINED)
SPLIT-DIAMOND INTERCHANGE WITH INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS

224
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Existing Trail Network (Active Transportation)

SPUI: Single-point urban interchange where 
the streams of left-turning tra�c do not cross

Frontage road length reduced and turn lanes 
added on frontage roads around western end of 
new interchange

1

Roundabout at Ute/Landmark 
replaced with signalized intersection 
to accommodate increased traffic 
from interchange

3

Minor turn lane reconfigurations 
to add no-stop right turns

2

North-south trail between Ute and Olympic 
shifted away from SR-224 and pedestrian 
ramps lengthened to meet ADA design 
requirements

4

Bus rapid transit (BRT) 
lane included at Olympic

5
New trail connection
at southeast corner

6
New eastbound lane from 
SR-224 to Olympic roundabout 
added and extended

7

1

3

2

4

5
6

7

CHANGES FROM SCOPING PHASE TO SCREENING PHASE

2/26/24

Newpark Blvd.

Split-diamond interchange
with bridge crossing

Add third travel lane in both directions
on SR-224 from Olympic to Ute

Intersection
improvements

Pedestrian undercrossing

One-way
roads

Based on initial tra�c 
results, all the conceptual 
alternative designs were 
refined to meet projected 
2050 tra�c growth and 
applicable design 
standards for screening.



PHONE: 435-255-3186   WEB: KimballJunctionEIS.udot.utah.gov   EMAIL: kimballjunctioneis@utah.gov 

Criteria Measure Data What does this mean to me? Existing Conditions 
(2022)

2050 No-Action 
Alternative

Alternative A (Refined)
Split-Diamond Interchange With 

Intersection Improvements
Evaluation Considerations

Level 3 - Purpose & Need

Improving operations & travel 
times on SR-224 from I-80 

interchange through Olympic 
Parkway

Provides reliable through-tra�c travel time on 
SR-224 during the AM and PM peak hour? (yes/no)

Travel time
(average speed in mph) I’m not stuck in slow moving trac

AM SB - 6:15 (17)
PM NB - 7:45 (13)

AM SB - 11:30 (9)
PM NB - 9:30 (11)

Yes:
AM SB - 4:30 (25)
PM NB - 4:15 (23)

- Substantial improvement over No-Action 
and Existing conditions

- Least e�cient among build alternatives

Meets a level of service of LOS D for as many 
intersections as possible.

Number of intersections 
at LOS E or F

I’m not sitting through multiple light 
cycles all the time

AM - 1
PM - 2

AM - 1
PM - 5

AM - 1
PM - 0

Improving safety by 
eliminating vehicle queues on 

I-80 o�-ramps

Is the percent served improved during the peak 
hour? (yes/no)

Percent served I can travel through the area 99% 86% Yes - 100%

Are the o�-ramp vehicle queue lengths eliminated 
on I-80 mainline through lanes? (yes/no)

Length of vehicle queue  
(feet)

Trac isn’t backed up on the I-80 
mainline No: 2,600 No:  >5,000 Yes: 600

Maintaining or improving 
transit travel times through 

evaluation area

Does the alternative maintain or improve the 
SR-224 BRT transit travel times through the 

evaluation area? (yes/no)

Total BRT Travel Time (NB+SB, AM+PM) Savings 
from No-Action
(min:sec)

Public transportation will work more 
eciently N/A 16:30 14:00

Yes: (- 2:30)
- Most transit time savings

Improving pedestrian 
& bicyclist mobility and 

accessibility through 
evaluation area

Does the level of tra�c stress improve in the  
vicinity of SR-224? (yes/no)

Level of Tra�c Stress (LTS) 
(1-4 scale, L1 - low stress, 
L4 - high stress)

Pedestrians and cyclists can travel better 
in the area

Yes:
Trail - L1

Intersections - LTS3

Yes:
Trail - L1

Intersections - LTS3

Yes:
Ped Undercrossing improves Ute 

crossing to LTS1

Do the walk times improve for key 
origin-destination pairs? (yes/no)

Total Walk Time Savings from No-Action for 4 O/D 
Pairs (min:sec)

Pedestrians and cyclists have higher level 
of comfort 53:30 54:00 52:30

Yes: (- 1:30)
- Most pedestrian walk time savings

Level 4 Screening - Cost and Impacts to the Built and Natural Environment

Natural 
Environment 

Impacts

Threatened and Endangered Species Acres How will this impact protected species in 
the area? - - 0

Wetlands & Waters of the United States Acres and types of aquatic resources
(ditches, open water, wetlands, perennial streams)

How will this impact federally protected 
wetlands and waters? - - 0.131 - Medium wetland impact

Section 4(f) resources
Number and type of 
Section 4(f) use

Lands from a historic site or protected 
public resources - - 0

Built
Environment

Impacts

Relocations
Number of potential residential 
or business relocations

Potential property impacts to community 
members - - 0 - Large footprint outside of existing 

SR-224 corridor and parking impacts

Land Use Compatibility with current land use plans Does it meet our community land use 
goals? - - Yes

Cost Construction Cost Estimate $2025 in millions What is the expense to the statewide 
community? - - $108M - Medium/high cost 

- Medium construction complexity

Criteria Measure Data What does this mean to me? Existing Conditions 
(2022)

2050 No-Action 
Alternative

Alternative A (Refined)
Split-Diamond Interchange With 

Intersection Improvements
Evaluation Considerations

Level 3 - Purpose & Need

Improving operations & travel 
times on SR-224 from I-80 

interchange through Olympic 
Parkway

Provides reliable through-tra�c travel time on 
SR-224 during the AM and PM peak hour? (yes/no)

Travel time
(average speed in mph) I’m not stuck in slow moving trac

AM SB - 6:15 (17)
PM NB - 7:45 (13)

AM SB - 11:30 (9)
PM NB - 9:30 (11)

Yes:
AM SB - 4:30 (25)
PM NB - 4:15 (23)

- Substantial improvement over No-Action 
and Existing conditions

- Least e�cient among build alternatives

Meets a level of service of LOS D for as many 
intersections as possible.

Number of intersections 
at LOS E or F

I’m not sitting through multiple light 
cycles all the time

AM - 1
PM - 2

AM - 1
PM - 5

AM - 1
PM - 0

Improving safety by 
eliminating vehicle queues on 

I-80 o�-ramps

Is the percent served improved during the peak 
hour? (yes/no)

Percent served I can travel through the area 99% 86% Yes - 100%

Are the o�-ramp vehicle queue lengths eliminated 
on I-80 mainline through lanes? (yes/no)

Length of vehicle queue  
(feet)

Trac isn’t backed up on the I-80 
mainline No: 2,600 No:  >5,000 Yes: 600

Maintaining or improving 
transit travel times through 

evaluation area

Does the alternative maintain or improve the 
SR-224 BRT transit travel times through the 

evaluation area? (yes/no)

Total BRT Travel Time (NB+SB, AM+PM) Savings 
from No-Action
(min:sec)

Public transportation will work more 
eciently N/A 16:30 14:00

Yes: (- 2:30)
- Most transit time savings

Improving pedestrian 
& bicyclist mobility and 

accessibility through 
evaluation area

Does the level of tra�c stress improve in the  
vicinity of SR-224? (yes/no)

Level of Tra�c Stress (LTS) 
(1-4 scale, L1 - low stress, 
L4 - high stress)

Pedestrians and cyclists can travel better 
in the area

Yes:
Trail - L1

Intersections - LTS3

Yes:
Trail - L1

Intersections - LTS3

Yes:
Ped Undercrossing improves Ute 

crossing to LTS1

Do the walk times improve for key 
origin-destination pairs? (yes/no)

Total Walk Time Savings from No-Action for 4 O/D 
Pairs (min:sec)

Pedestrians and cyclists have higher level 
of comfort 53:30 54:00 52:30

Yes: (- 1:30)
- Most pedestrian walk time savings

Level 4 Screening - Cost and Impacts to the Built and Natural Environment

Natural 
Environment 

Impacts

Threatened and Endangered Species Acres How will this impact protected species in 
the area? - - 0

Wetlands & Waters of the United States Acres and types of aquatic resources
(ditches, open water, wetlands, perennial streams)

How will this impact federally protected 
wetlands and waters? - - 0.131 - Medium wetland impact

Section 4(f) resources
Number and type of 
Section 4(f) use

Lands from a historic site or protected 
public resources - - 0

Built
Environment

Impacts

Relocations
Number of potential residential 
or business relocations

Potential property impacts to community 
members - - 0 - Large footprint outside of existing 

SR-224 corridor and parking impacts

Land Use Compatibility with current land use plans Does it meet our community land use 
goals? - - Yes

Cost Construction Cost Estimate $2025 in millions What is the expense to the statewide 
community? - - $108M - Medium/high cost 

- Medium construction complexity



PHONE: 435-255-3186   WEB: KimballJunctionEIS.udot.utah.gov   EMAIL: kimballjunctioneis@utah.gov 

DESCRIPTION
This alternative consists of grade-separated intersections at Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway that would help separate local and through tra�c in 
the area. SR-224 would remain at or close to its current location horizontally but would be depressed below the surface streets through Kimball 
Junction. Entrance ramps would diverge from SR-224 to create a one-way frontage road system. Vehicles heading northbound from SR-224 to I-80 
eastbound would exit onto the northbound frontage road south of Olympic Boulevard to continue north and use the existing on-ramp.  

The existing pedestrian undercrossing south of Olympic Parkway would be relocated. Olympic Parkway and Ute Boulevard would tie into the 
frontage system at intersections, crossing over SR-224 on bridges.

ALTERNATIVE B (REFINED)
GRADE-SEPARATED INTERSECTIONS WITH ONE-WAY FRONTAGE ROADS TO THE I-80 INTERCHANGE

BENEFITS
By depressing the road through the
Kimball Junction area, there would be
fewer above-ground visual impacts

Improves travel time and mobility

Minimize queuing onto I-80
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Existing Trail Network (Active Transportation)

Walls

Added additional lane to 
on-ramp

1
Modified right-turn lane configuration

Added additional right-turn lane to I-80

2

Turning and through lanes added
at Ute

3
Second lane added to southern approach at Ute and 
Landmark roundabout

4

Turning and through lanes added at Olympic

Incorporated bus rapid transit (BRT) lanes at the intersection of SR-224 and Olympic

5

Updated northbound exit from one lane to two lanes onto frontage road

Relocated and refined pedestrian undercrossing south of Olympic and trail connections updated to 
meet ADA design requirements

6

2/26/24

CHANGES FROM SCOPING PHASE TO SCREENING PHASE

Based on initial tra�c 
results, all the conceptual 
alternative designs were
refined to meet projected 
2050 tra�c growth and 
applicable design 
standards for screening.

Criteria Measure Data What does this mean to me? Existing Conditions 
(2022)

2050 No-Action 
Alternative

Alternative A (Refined)
Split-Diamond Interchange With 

Intersection Improvements
Evaluation Considerations

Level 3 - Purpose & Need

Improving operations & travel 
times on SR-224 from I-80 

interchange through Olympic 
Parkway

Provides reliable through-tra�c travel time on 
SR-224 during the AM and PM peak hour? (yes/no)

Travel time
(average speed in mph) I’m not stuck in slow moving trac

AM SB - 6:15 (17)
PM NB - 7:45 (13)

AM SB - 11:30 (9)
PM NB - 9:30 (11)

Yes:
AM SB - 4:30 (25)
PM NB - 4:15 (23)

- Substantial improvement over No-Action 
and Existing conditions

- Least e�cient among build alternatives

Meets a level of service of LOS D for as many 
intersections as possible.

Number of intersections 
at LOS E or F

I’m not sitting through multiple light 
cycles all the time

AM - 1
PM - 2

AM - 1
PM - 5

AM - 1
PM - 0

Improving safety by 
eliminating vehicle queues on 

I-80 o�-ramps

Is the percent served improved during the peak 
hour? (yes/no)

Percent served I can travel through the area 99% 86% Yes - 100%

Are the o�-ramp vehicle queue lengths eliminated 
on I-80 mainline through lanes? (yes/no)

Length of vehicle queue  
(feet)

Trac isn’t backed up on the I-80 
mainline No: 2,600 No:  >5,000 Yes: 600

Maintaining or improving 
transit travel times through 

evaluation area

Does the alternative maintain or improve the 
SR-224 BRT transit travel times through the 

evaluation area? (yes/no)

Total BRT Travel Time (NB+SB, AM+PM) Savings 
from No-Action
(min:sec)

Public transportation will work more 
eciently N/A 16:30 14:00

Yes: (- 2:30)
- Most transit time savings

Improving pedestrian 
& bicyclist mobility and 

accessibility through 
evaluation area

Does the level of tra�c stress improve in the  
vicinity of SR-224? (yes/no)

Level of Tra�c Stress (LTS) 
(1-4 scale, L1 - low stress, 
L4 - high stress)

Pedestrians and cyclists can travel better 
in the area

Yes:
Trail - L1

Intersections - LTS3

Yes:
Trail - L1

Intersections - LTS3

Yes:
Ped Undercrossing improves Ute 

crossing to LTS1

Do the walk times improve for key 
origin-destination pairs? (yes/no)

Total Walk Time Savings from No-Action for 4 O/D 
Pairs (min:sec)

Pedestrians and cyclists have higher level 
of comfort 53:30 54:00 52:30

Yes: (- 1:30)
- Most pedestrian walk time savings

Level 4 Screening - Cost and Impacts to the Built and Natural Environment

Natural 
Environment 

Impacts

Threatened and Endangered Species Acres How will this impact protected species in 
the area? - - 0

Wetlands & Waters of the United States Acres and types of aquatic resources
(ditches, open water, wetlands, perennial streams)

How will this impact federally protected 
wetlands and waters? - - 0.131 - Medium wetland impact

Section 4(f) resources
Number and type of 
Section 4(f) use

Lands from a historic site or protected 
public resources - - 0

Built
Environment

Impacts

Relocations
Number of potential residential 
or business relocations

Potential property impacts to community 
members - - 0 - Large footprint outside of existing 

SR-224 corridor and parking impacts

Land Use Compatibility with current land use plans Does it meet our community land use 
goals? - - Yes

Cost Construction Cost Estimate $2025 in millions What is the expense to the statewide 
community? - - $108M - Medium/high cost 

- Medium construction complexity

Interchange improvements

Grade separated
intersections
with bridge

Depressed road

Relocate existing pedestrian
undercrossing to the south

One-way frontage roads

Add additional lane on I-80
eastbound off-ramp



Criteria Measure Data What does this mean to me? Existing Conditions 
(2022)

2050 No-Action 
Alternative

Alternative B (Refined)
Grade-Separated Intersections With One-Way 

Frontage Roads To The I-80 Interchange
Evaluation Considerations

Level 3 - Purpose & Need

Improving operations 
& travel times on 
SR-224 from I-80 

interchange through 
Olympic Parkway

Provides reliable through-tra�c travel time on
SR-224 during the AM and PM peak hour? (yes/no)

Travel time
(average speed in mph) I’m not stuck in slow moving trac

AM SB - 6:15 (17)
PM NB - 7:45 (13)

AM SB - 11:30 (9)
PM NB - 9:30 (11)

Yes:
AM SB - 3:15 (33)
PM NB - 2:45 (37)

- Shortest PM northbound travel time

Meets a level of service of LOS D for as many 
intersections as possible.

Number of intersections 
at LOS E or F

I’m not sitting through multiple light 
cycles all the time

AM - 1
PM - 2

AM - 1
PM - 5

AM - 0
PM - 0

Improving safety by 
eliminating vehicle 
queues on I-80 o�-

ramps

Is the percent served improved during the peak 
hour? (yes/no)

Percent served I can travel through the area 99% 86% Yes: 100%

Are the o�-ramp vehicle queue lengths eliminated 
on I-80 mainline through lanes? (yes/no)

Length of vehicle queue  
(feet)

Trac isn’t backed up on the I-80 
mainline No: 2,600 No:  >5,000 Yes: 900

Maintaining or 
improving transit 

travel times through 
evaluation area

Does the alternative maintain or improve the 
SR-224 BRT transit travel times through the 

evaluation area? (yes/no)

Total BRT Travel Time (NB+SB, AM+PM) Savings 
from No-Action
(min:sec)

Public transportation will work more 
eciently N/A 16:30 14:15

Yes (- 2:15)

Improving pedestrian 
& bicyclist mobility 

and accessibility 
through evaluation 

area

Does the level of tra�c stress improve in the  
vicinity of SR-224? (yes/no)

Level of Tra�c Stress (LTS) 
(1-4 scale, L1 - low stress, 
L4 - high stress)

Pedestrians and cyclists can travel better 
in the area

Yes:
Trail - L1

Intersections - LTS3

Yes:
Trail - L1

Intersections - LTS3

No (same as No-Action): 
Trail – LTS1

Intersections – LTS3

- No improvement to pedestrian and 
cyclist travel stress

Do the walk times improve for key 
origin-destination pairs? (yes/no)

Total Walk Time Savings from No-Action for 4 O/D 
Pairs (min:sec)

Pedestrians and cyclists have higher level 
of comfort 53:30 54:00 57:45

No: (+ 3:45)
- Negative e�ect on pedestrian travel time 

and comfort

Level 4 Screening - Cost and Impacts to the Built and Natural Environment

Natural 
Environment 

Impacts

Threatened and Endangered Species Acres How will this impact protected species in 
the area? - - 0.001

Wetlands & Waters of the United States Acres and types of aquatic resources
(ditches, open water, wetlands, perennial streams)

How will this impact federally protected 
wetlands and waters? - - 0.186 - Highest wetland impact

Section 4(f) resources
Number and type of 
Section 4(f) use

Lands from a historic site or protected 
public resources - - 0

Built
Environment

Impacts

Relocations
Number of potential residential 
or business relocations

Potential property impacts to community 
members - - 3 businesses

0 residential

- 3 business relocations
- Most number of properties impacted

Land Use Compatibility with current land use plans Does it meet our community land use 
goals? - - No

- Wider footprint would not meet 
land use objective of a seamlessly 
connected neighborhood as well as 
other alternatives

Cost Construction Cost Estimate $2025 in millions What is the expense to the statewide 
community? - - $201M

- Highest cost 
- Highest construction complexity
- High complexity drainage due to 

depressed road and elevated water table

PHONE: 435-255-3186   WEB: KimballJunctionEIS.udot.utah.gov   EMAIL: kimballjunctioneis@utah.gov 
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ALTERNATIVE C (REFINED)
INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS WITH PEDESTRIAN ENHANCEMENTS

BENEFITS
Pedestrian undercrossing would
increase connectivity and comfort

Improves travel time and mobility

Minimize queuing onto I-80 

DESCRIPTION
This alternative consists of additional through travel lanes, additional turn lanes at the intersections to improve intersection e�ciency, and improvements for 
pedestrian and bicycle accessibility. 

Improvements include adding dual left turn lanes at Olympic Parkway for southbound-to-eastbound and northbound-to-westbound movement and building
a pedestrian undercrossing south of Ute Boulevard. This option would also include adding an additional northbound and southbound lane on SR-224 from 
Olympic Parkway to Ute Boulevard, along with extending the westbound-to-northbound right-turn lane on Newpark Boulevard and extending the 
eastbound-to-northbound dual left-turn lanes on Ute Boulevard.
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Existing Trail Network (Active Transportation)

SPUI: Single-point urban interchange 
where the streams of left-turning 
tra�c do not cross

Added additional lane to on-ramp
1

Double left turn instead of a triple left turn to westbound I-80

Minor turn lane reconfigurations at SPUI to add free right 
turns at ramps

2
Second lane added to 
southern approach at Ute 
and Landmark roundabout

3

North-south trail between Ute and Olympic shifted away from SR-224 and trail connection to 
pedestrian undercrossing lengthened to meet ADA requirements

Removed east-west crosswalks at Ute and Olympic to increase signal efficiency

Right turn lane added at Ute and Olympic to reduce traffic delay

4

Incorporated bus rapid transit 
(BRT) lanes at intersection of 
SR-224 and Olympic 

5
Trail connection 
added to southeast 
corner at Olympic

6
New eastbound lane from 
SR-224 to Olympic roundabout 
added and extended

7

2/26/24

CHANGES FROM SCOPING PHASE TO SCREENING PHASE

Based on initial tra�c 
results, all the conceptual 
alternative designs were
refined to meet projected 
2050 tra�c growth and 
applicable design 
standards for screening.

Add additional lane on I-80
eastbound off-ramp

Add third travel lane in both directions
on SR-224 from Olympic to Ute

Right-turn lane from the eastbound
I-80 off-ramp to Ute

Pedestrian
undercrossing

Extended left-turn lane
Extended right-turn lane
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Criteria Measure Data What does this mean to me? Existing Conditions 
(2022)

2050 No-Action 
Alternative

Alternative C (Refined)
Intersection Improvements With 

Pedestrian Enhancements
Evaluation Considerations

Level 3 - Purpose & Need

Improving operations & travel 
times on SR-224 from I-80 

interchange through Olympic 
Parkway

Provides reliable through-tra�c travel time on 
SR-224 during the AM and PM peak hour? (yes/no)

Travel time
(average speed in mph) I’m not stuck in slow moving trac

AM SB - 6:15 (17)
PM NB - 7:45 (13)

AM SB - 11:30 (9)
PM NB - 9:30 (11)

Yes:
AM SB - 3:15 (33)
PM NB - 3:45 (26)

- Similar AM SB travel time as 
Alternative B

Meets a level of service of LOS D for as many 
intersections as possible.

Number of intersections 
at LOS E or F

I’m not sitting through multiple light 
cycles all the time

AM - 1
PM - 2

AM - 1
PM - 5

AM - 0
PM - 0

Improving safety by 
eliminating vehicle queues on 

I-80 o�-ramps

Is the percent served improved during the peak 
hour? (yes/no)

Percent served I can travel through the area 99% 86% Yes: 100%

Are the o�-ramp vehicle queue lengths eliminated 
on I-80 mainline through lanes? (yes/no)

Length of vehicle queue  
(feet)

Trac isn’t backed up on the I-80 
mainline No: 2,600 No:  >5,000 Yes: 400 - Shortest I-80 vehicle queue

Maintaining or improving 
transit travel times through 

evaluation area

Does the alternative maintain or improve the 
SR-224 BRT transit travel times through the 

evaluation area? (yes/no)

Total BRT Travel Time (NB+SB, AM+PM) Savings 
from No-Action
(min:sec)

Public transportation will work more 
eciently N/A 16:30 14:30

Yes: (- 2:00)

Improving pedestrian 
& bicyclist mobility and 

accessibility through 
evaluation area

Does the level of tra�c stress improve in the  
vicinity of SR-224? (yes/no)

Level of Tra�c Stress (LTS) 
(1-4 scale, L1 - low stress, 
L4 - high stress)

Pedestrians and cyclists can travel better 
in the area

Yes:
Trail - L1

Intersections - LTS3

Yes:
Trail - L1

Intersections - LTS3

Yes:
Ped undercrossing improves 

Ute crossing to LTS1

Do the walk times improve for key 
origin-destination pairs? (yes/no)

Total Walk Time Savings from No-Action for 4 O/D 
Pairs (min:sec)

Pedestrians and cyclists have higher level 
of comfort 53:30 54:00 53:45

Yes: (- 0:15)

Level 4 Screening - Cost and Impacts to the Built and Natural Environment

Natural 
Environment 

Impacts

Threatened and Endangered Species Acres How will this impact protected species in 
the area? - - 0.001

Wetlands & Waters of the United States Acres and types of aquatic resources
(ditches, open water, wetlands, perennial streams)

How will this impact federally protected 
wetlands and waters? - - 0.012 - Lowest wetland impact

Section 4(f) resources
Number and type of 
Section 4(f) use

Lands from a historic site or protected 
public resources - - 0

Built
Environment

Impacts

Relocations
Number of potential residential 
or business relocations

Potential property impacts to community 
members - - 0 - Minor right-of-way acquisitions

Land Use Compatibility with current land use plans Does it meet our community land use 
goals? - - Yes

Cost Construction Cost Estimate $2025 in millions What is the expense to the statewide 
community? - - $41M - Lowest cost 

- Low construction complexity
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               COUNTY MANAGER SHAYNE C. SCOTT 
 

 

March 27, 2024 
 
 
Carlos Braceras, Executive Director     Via Email: cbraceras@utah.gov  
Utah Department of Transportation  
4501 South 2700 West 
Salt Lake City, UT 84114 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation: 
 
Summit County is excited to work with the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) to create 
transportation solutions at the Interstate 80 (I-80) and State Route 224 (S.R. 224) interchange at 
Kimball Junction through the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  
 
As you know, Kimball Junction is the gateway corridor to the greater Snyderville Basin and Park 
City region and serves the Kimball Junction Town Center. As such, we emphasize that the 
preferred alternative needs to serve all users in the community and bridge the divided 
neighborhoods along the SR-224 corridor, without overburdening local roads.  
 
As currently presented, proposed Alternatives A and C do not satisfy the objectives of the 
Kimball Junction Neighborhood Plan (“Kimball Junction Plan”). One of the main objectives of 
the Kimball Junction Plan is to “create a people oriented built environment” where “priority is 
given to the needs of pedestrians rather than the movement of vehicles.”  It is critical that the 
preferred alternative does not create an environment adverse to pedestrians and other active 
modes.  
 
These proposed alternatives, as presently designed, are not suitable for local neighborhoods. For 
example, the Alternative A “Split Diamond” design dramatically increases traffic onto Landmark 
Drive and exacerbates the hostile pedestrian environment. As stated below, if Alternative A were 
ultimately selected, Landmark Drive between the new Split Diamond Interchange and Ute Blvd 
would need added capacity. There are opportunities for this area to redevelop more consistently 
with the Kimball Junction Plan, however, a traffic-heavy corridor will impede this improvement. 
 
The Kimball Junction Plan also establishes a goal to “achieve a seamlessly connected 
neighborhood.” Again, as currently designed, none of these alternatives accomplishes this goal. 
While we appreciate the effort to establish a mid-block pedestrian underpass between Ute 
Boulevard and Olympic, research has found that out-of-direction travel for pedestrians is often 
neglected, uncomfortable, and undermines pedestrian safety. All of the existing alternatives 
further divide the neighborhoods on each side of SR-224.  
 
Instead of another pedestrian/bicycle tunnel under SR-224, Summit County would like UDOT to 
provide an enhanced pedestrian/bicycle promenade to pass over SR-224 that is comfortable and 
beautiful and provides an opportunity for this much needed connectivity between neighborhoods 
divided by SR-224 (a “Pedestrian Crossing”). Summit County owns the approximately six-acre 
parcel (SCPS-1-X) where its Sheldon Richins Building and Transit Center are located (the 



“Richins Parcel”). Regardless of which alternative is chosen, the eastern edge of this Richins 
Parcel could be included in the design of this Pedestrian Crossing. 
 
Summit County believes that there are opportunities to better meet the EIS Purpose and Need 
statement as well as to meet the objectives of the Kimball Junction Plan by revising the existing 
alternatives. Previously, Summit County staff had requested to meet with UDOT to discuss these 
potential revisions and were asked to wait until the public comment period. We now ask that you 
consider the following revisions and reevaluate the following alternative designs: 
 

Alternative A: include additional travel lanes on SR-224 and an enhanced SR-224 
Pedestrian Overpass described above. Many of the enhancements pertaining to 
Alternative C can be beneficially combined into Alternative A, making it a more robust 
solution. Summit County refers to these modifications as Alternative A+C. 
 
Alternative B: eliminate the connection of Ute Boulevard crossing SR-224 to narrow the 
large intersection footprint to accomplish the previous concept design with a grade-
separated public plaza. This approach of a public plaza over highways has been 
successfully implemented in several other communities resulting in increased economic 
development and social cohesion across a highway. This alternative best satisfies the 
Kimball Junction Plan with respect to connecting the east and west sides of SR-224. 
Summit County refers to these modifications as Alternative B+. 
 
Alternative C: swap the pedestrian/bicycle tunnel for an enhanced and beautified 
Pedestrian Overpass described above that improves the public realm and better connects 
the neighborhoods.  This alternative appears to Summit County to be the weakest solution 
both to traffic flows and to pedestrian accessibility. 

 
Please refer to the enclosures for more information about these alternative designs. 
 
We see this reevaluation as an opportunity to improve on these alternatives for better multimodal 
improvements necessary for a transformational project that will serve future generations. With 
each of these revised alternatives, it is imperative that these alternatives consider both regional 
and local needs. To ensure that these revised alternatives meet Summit County’s goals, we need 
additional information on the impact on local roads.  
 
Alternative A will have a direct impact on many local roads, primarily Landmark Drive. 
Landmark Drive has been identified in the Summit County Long Range Transportation Plan for 
widening the segment between the roundabout at the Tanger Outlet Mall and the Best Western 
hotel from the existing 3-lane road to 4-lanes. Nevertheless, we cannot depend on this corridor to 
solve the overall traffic problem, as this widening has not been fully studied, nor would this 
accommodate additional traffic for the entirety of the corridor which Alternative A contemplates. 
If Alternative A, which includes a split diamond interchange at the Tanger Outlet Mall, is 
selected, it is critical that UDOT include in such alternative adding right-of-way and 
improvements to Landmark Drive for additional vehicular lanes for pedestrian and bicycle 
infrastructure to secure safety along a high-volume roadway. To help understand the impact of 
these alternatives, please indicate the forecasted vehicular volume on Landmark Drive and 
include upgrades to Landmark in the design.  
 
One of the assumptions underlying Alternative A seems to be that about 50% of the current 
traffic passing through Kimball Junction at the AM and PM peak times is accessing either the 
west or the east sides of the Kimball Junction Neighborhood and not just passing through. 
Summit County requests that UDOT provide more empirical data to back up this assumption. 
 



UDOT evaluated the alternatives for “compatibility” with the Kimball Junction Plan with all 
three alternatives getting a passing evaluation. However, none of the current alternatives achieve 
a seamless and connected neighborhood as highlighted in the Kimball Junction Plan.  
 
We recognize that a grade-separated crossing is preferable to an at-grade Pedestrian Overpass 
over multiple lanes; however, an out-of-direction, pedestrian underpass is often underutilized 
because of the inherent danger and discomfort of these routes. There have been no indications 
that proper lighting, air circulation, and aesthetics have been considered for pedestrian 
underground crossings for up to 9-lanes of travel. 
 
As stated above, Summit County requests an enhanced Pedestrian Overpass that is safe, 
comfortable, and aesthetically pleasing for the gateway corridor to the Wasatch Back. This 
should not be viewed as a simple betterment to the project, but rather as an essential element to 
the Kimball Junction Plan. Without such, the east and west sides of SR-224 will not be a 
“seamlessly connected neighborhood.”   
 
Further, as stated in the Kimball Junction Plan, it is imperative that bicycle and pedestrian safety 
and comfort are a high priority. While UDOT developed a “Level of Traffic Stress” to evaluate 
the improvement of pedestrian and bicycle mobility, the methodology did not adequately 
consider the impact of additional vehicles on the network. For example, Alternative A, with a 
much higher vehicular volume on Landmark Drive is considered as improving the pedestrian and 
bicycle mobility. As requested in earlier stakeholder meetings, please consider revising the 
methodology that better reflects the user experience. 
 
Summit County reiterates to UDOT that transit should be taken into consideration in evaluating 
and designing these alternatives and in arriving at a preferred alternative. The alternatives seem 
to do a good job of taking our proposed SR-224 BRT project (which is in the design phase now) 
into consideration.  Summit County is currently considering enhancing and/or redeveloping the 
existing transit center on the Richins Parcel, including creating a capture parking lot. It’s 
essential to consider the benefits of a 1,000+ parking spaces facility at this location in future 
analysis to facilitate transit and other multimodal solutions. 
 
Finally, while the UDOT evaluation provides metrics for travel time and average speed, the 
information conveyed to the public appears to be flawed. For example, the travel times reflected 
in Alternative B do not accurately reflect the average speeds and travel times on thoroughfare 
roads compared to frontage roads. Instead, the report reflects a single comingled time or speed 
listed for that alternative. A singular speed or travel time conveys less advantages of the grade-
separated design than actually forecasted. To a layperson, such analysis does not make logical 
sense and decreases public confidence in the EIS process.  Slower speeds on frontage roads are 
an acceptable trade-off as this accomplishes the desire to move regional traffic quickly onto the 
interstate while providing safe and comfortable options on local roads. Separating out the 
frontage roads from SR-224 in this analysis results in significant increases in favorability with 
regard to Alternative B. 
 
The Kimball Junction improvement is crucial to address both current demands and future 
growth, playing a pivotal role in bolstering local and statewide economic development. 
Enhancing travel efficiency between the Salt Lake Airport and the Wasatch Back ski resorts 
presents a significant economic edge for Utah compared to competing resorts across the western 
United States. However, congestion along the routes, leading to our ski destinations, diminishes 
our attractiveness and undermines economic vitality. We see that happening now with gridlock 
on SR-224. 
 
The needs at Kimball Junction are both immediate and persistent. These improvements need to 
be timed to accommodate the forthcoming Winter Olympic and Paralympic Games, for which 
Utah has been designated as the "preferred host" for 2034. Kimball Junction will serve as a 



pivotal link connecting the world to venues in the Wasatch Back. Any delay extending 
construction beyond the 2033-2034 winter season would severely impact the region's capacity to 
effectively host the games. Summit County requests for this project to be included in the 2025 
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) as soon as possible, with construction 
slated for 2028 or sooner, to meet the pressing demands of the community. 
 
Summit County would like to thank UDOT for its work on the EIS so far and look forward to 
working with you on your next refinements to these alternatives, leading to a mutually 
acceptable final Record of Decision.  
 
Please contact Carl Miller, Summit County’s Transportation Planning Director at 
cmiller@summitcounty.org, if you have any questions.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Shayne Scott, 
County Manager 
 
Enclosure: Kimball Junction Alternative Designs 
 
c:  
Summit County Council, countycouncil@summitcounty.org 
Mayor Nann Worrell, Mayor Park City Municipal Corporation, nann.worel@parkcity.org 
Kim Carson, High Valley Transit Board Chair, kcarson@summitcounty.org 
Caroline Rodriguez, High Valley Transit Executive Director, crodriguez@highvalleytransit.org 
John Angell, Summit County Public Works Director, jangell@summitcounty.org 
Pat Putt, Summit County Community Development Director, 
pputt@summitcounty.org  
Carl Miller, PMP, AICP CTP, Summit County Transportation Planning Director, 
cmiller@summitcounty.org  
Robert Stewart – UDOT Region II Director, rstewart@utah.gov 
Geoff Dupaix, UDOT Region II Planning Manager, gdupaix@utah.gov 
Rebecka Stromness, PE ,UDOT Region 2 Project Manager, rstromness@utah.gov  
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 Comment-response Matrix  

July 2024 1 of 12 

Document Title Responses to Participating Agency Comments on the Draft 
Alternatives Development and Screening Results Report 

Agency and Reviewers UDOT 

Document Date March 2024 Review Date July 2024 
 

Comment 
Number Comment Response 

Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (DWR) 

1  

The DWR, in collaboration with the Utah 
Department of Transportation (UDOT) and other 
partners, installed wildlife exclusion fencing along 
I-80 on both sides of Kimball Junction to reduce 
wildlife-vehicle collisions. As Kimball Junction is 
improved, we recommend installing wildlife 
exclusionary cattle guards to connect the fencing in 
the area fully. This will help prevent wildlife from 
entering the highway and reduce potential wildlife-
vehicle collisions. If wildlife exclusionary cattle 
guards are not feasible with this project, we 
recommend exploring options to allow this work to 
be done more easily in future projects. 

UDOT agrees with DWR’s recommendation to include wildlife exclusionary cattle guards 
where appropriate to fully connect the fencing in the interchange. Wildlife exclusionary cattle 
guards will be included in the environmental impact statement (EIS) as a wildlife mitigation 
measure, and they will be incorporated into the final design of the selected alternative.  

Summit County 

1  

We emphasize that the preferred alternative needs 
to serve all users in the community and bridge the 
divided neighborhoods along the SR-224 corridor, 
without overburdening local roads. 

The project’s purpose is to address transportation-related safety and mobility for all users of 
the Kimball Junction area by: 

• Improving operations and travel times on State Route 224 (SR-224) from the Interstate 80 
(I-80) interchange through Olympic Parkway; 

• Improving safety by reducing vehicle queues on I-80 off-ramps; 

• Improving pedestrian and bicyclist mobility and accessibility throughout the evaluation 
area; and 

• Maintaining or improving transit travel times through the evaluation area. 
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Comment 
Number Comment Response 

2 

As currently presented, proposed Alternatives A 
and C do not satisfy the objectives of the Kimball 
Junction Neighborhood Plan (“Kimball Junction 
Plan”). One of the main objectives of the Kimball 
Junction Plan is to “create a people oriented built 
environment” where “priority is given to the needs 
of pedestrians rather than the movement of 
vehicles.” It is critical that the preferred alternative 
does not create an environment adverse to 
pedestrians and other active modes. 

As described above in response to comment 1, the project’s purpose is to improve vehicle 
operations and safety as well as pedestrian and bicyclist mobility and accessibility in the 
evaluation area. 

In Level 3 screening, criteria and measures used for vehicle traffic are equally as important as 
criteria and measures used for active transportation. To pass Level 3 screening, an 
alternative must pass each measure, and the 2050 no-action measurement is used as the 
basis (that is, the resulting measure needs to be better than the modeled 2050 no-action 
results).  

3 

The Alternative A “Split Diamond” design 
dramatically increases traffic onto Landmark Drive 
and exacerbates the hostile pedestrian 
environment. If Alternative A were ultimately 
selected, Landmark Drive between the new Split 
Diamond Interchange and Ute Blvd would need 
added capacity. There are opportunities for this 
area to redevelop more consistently with the 
Kimball Junction Plan, however, a traffic-heavy 
corridor will impede this improvement. 

Widening Landmark Drive is a Phase 1 project in Summit County’s long-range transportation 
plan (LRTP). Therefore, Summit County’s assumed widening of Landmark Drive is part of the 
assumptions for the No-Action Alternative in the Kimball Junction EIS. 

UDOT developed a conceptual design of a widened Landmark Drive to better understand the 
County’s eventual widening plan, understand how Alternative A would tie into the widened 
road, and provide the County with more information in response to these comments. UDOT 
reviewed this conceptual design with Summit County on June 12, 2024, and provided the 
County with right-of-way width scenarios for the widened roadway. However, Summit County 
is responsible for deciding its cross-section and implementing a design for the widened 
roadway. The conceptual design of the Alternative A exhibit included in the final screening 
report shows that a widened Landmark Drive is included as part of the 2050 No-Action 
Alternative because it is shown as a Phase 1 project on the County’s LRTP.   

With the planned widening, Landmark Drive is expected to operate acceptably as part of 
Alternative A. Appendix D, Kimball Junction Alternatives and Traffic Modeling Data Report, of 
the Final Alternatives Development and Screening Results Report (final screening report) has 
been revised to include more discussion about traffic volumes on Landmark Drive with 
Refined Alternative A. With Refined Alternative A, during the 2050 PM peak hour, traffic 
volumes on SR-224 between I-80 and Ute Boulevard would decrease by 1,020 vehicles 
(about 20%), and traffic volumes on Landmark Drive just north of Ute Boulevard would 
increase by 510 vehicles (about 30%). The planned widening of Landmark Drive by Summit 
County will accommodate the expected traffic volumes. Additionally, converting the Landmark 
Drive and Ute Boulevard roundabout into a signal, as identified with Refined Alternative A, 
would result in an acceptable level of service for the intersection. The LOS Results section of 
Appendix D, Kimball Junction Alternatives and Traffic Modeling Data Report, of the final 
screening report has been revised to clarify these points.  
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Comment 
Number Comment Response 

4 

The Kimball Junction Plan also establishes a goal 
to “achieve a seamlessly connected 
neighborhood.” Again, as currently designed, none 
of these alternatives accomplishes this goal. While 
we appreciate the effort to establish a mid-block 
pedestrian underpass between Ute Boulevard and 
Olympic, research has found that out-of-direction 
travel for pedestrians is often neglected, 
uncomfortable, and undermines pedestrian safety. 
All of the existing alternatives further divide the 
neighborhoods on each side of SR-224. 

When reviewing the Kimball Junction Neighborhood Plan, UDOT considered each 
alternative’s consistency with several opportunities in the plan related to multimodal 
transportation and within UDOT’s purview, including improving the flow of regional through 
traffic and improving the neighborhood’s overall connectivity and walkability. With all three 
alternatives screened in the Draft Alternatives Development and Screening Results Report 
(draft screening report), UDOT sought to reduce out-of-direction travel as much as possible, 
minimize origin and destination walk times, and improve comfort for pedestrians and bicyclists 
when crossing SR-224. All three refined action alternatives evaluated in the draft screening 
report would meet the goal of improving the flow of regional through traffic, as shown by the 
Level 3 screening results. 

Refined Alternatives A and C would both add a new proposed pedestrian underpass under 
SR-224 south of Ute Boulevard. Therefore, when combined with the existing pedestrian 
underpass near Olympic Parkway, the proposed underpass would further help connect the 
neighborhoods on each side of SR-224 as well as enhance active transportation connections 
in the area. 

Refined Alternative B does not include a new pedestrian underpass. Instead, pedestrians and 
bicyclists would need to cross both frontage roads. This lane configuration (two travel lanes 
for each frontage road plus turn lanes) would not meet the Kimball Junction Neighborhood 
Plan’s objective of a seamlessly connected neighborhood. Refined Alternatives A and C 
better meet this objective.  



 Comment-response Matrix  

July 2024 4 of 12 

5 

Instead of another pedestrian/bicycle tunnel under 
SR-224, Summit County would like UDOT to 
provide an enhanced pedestrian/bicycle 
promenade to pass over SR-224 that is 
comfortable and beautiful and provides an 
opportunity for this much needed connectivity 
between neighborhoods divided by SR-224 (a 
“Pedestrian Crossing”). Summit County owns the 
approximately six-acre parcel (SCPS-1-X) where 
its Sheldon Richins Building and Transit Center are 
located (the “Richins Parcel”). Regardless of which 
alternative is chosen, the eastern edge of this 
Richins Parcel could be included in the design of 
this Pedestrian Crossing. 

At Summit County’s request, UDOT evaluated a footprint and three potential design options 
for a pedestrian overpass over SR-224. Because of slope issues and the proximity of 
businesses to SR-224 on the east side of the road, UDOT considered three different ramp 
configurations for a pedestrian overpass: straight ramps, spiral ramps, and oval ramps. All 
three ramp configurations incorporate the eastern edge of the Sheldon Richins Building parcel 
on the west side of SR-224. 

UDOT will include features required by the American Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Officials’ (AASHTO) and UDOT’s design and safety standards, as well as 
aesthetic enhancements of a grade-separated crossing, if one is selected, during the final 
design phase of the project.  

UDOT presented the pedestrian overpass options to Summit County staff on June 12, 2024, 
and subsequently screened the three overpass options using the active transportation–related 
Level 3 screening measures relevant to improving pedestrian and bicyclist mobility and 
accessibility throughout the evaluation area. UDOT measured the level of traffic stress (LTS)  
near SR-224 and measured the walk times using travel time pairs as described in 
Appendix D, Kimball Junction Alternatives and Traffic Modeling Data Report, of the draft and 
final screening reports. 

As described in Section 5.4, Pedestrian Overpass Options with Alternatives A and C, of the 
final screening report, all three pedestrian overpass options pass the LTS measure, perform 
better than the 2050 No-Action Alternative, and equally improve the LTS similar to the 
underpass option. However, all three pedestrian overpass options fail the walk time screening 
measure. None of the overpass options would have a total walk time savings better than the 
2050 No-Action Alternative for the four origin-destination pairs used for the measure; 
therefore, none of the pedestrian overpass options meet the overall purpose of the project. In 
addition, all three overpass options would have worse walk times than the pedestrian 
underpass option, though that comparison was not used for screening. 

The three options fail the walk time screening measure primarily because walk times for 
alternatives with the pedestrian bridge are longer than with the No-Action Alternative as a 
result of the out-of-direction travel created by the ramps on the east side of SR-224. The 
ramps must be long enough to maintain appropriate head clearance and Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA)-compliant grades, which creates long ramps for the straight ramp 
option and multiple spirals or ovals for the other two options. Compared to alternatives with an 
underpass, alternatives with a pedestrian overpass options add 500 to 900 feet of additional 
walking distance. 

UDOT understands that Summit County is considering land use changes and redevelopment 
opportunities in the Kimball Junction area. Neither Refined Alternative A nor C with the 
pedestrian underpass precludes Summit County from working with UDOT in the future to 
develop a pedestrian overpass that connects development on each side of SR-224. 



 Comment-response Matrix  

July 2024 5 of 12 

Comment 
Number Comment Response 

The full screening results for the pedestrian overpass options are included in Section 5.4, 
Pedestrian Overpass Options with Alternatives A and C, of the final screening report.  

6 

Alternative A: include additional travel lanes on 
SR-224 and an enhanced SR-224 Pedestrian 
Overpass described above. Many of the 
enhancements pertaining to Alternative C can be 
beneficially combined into Alternative A, making it 
a more robust solution. Summit County refers to 
these modifications as Alternative A+C. See 
Summit County's proposed Alternative A+C design  

Aside from differences at the I-80/SR-224 interchange, the only aspect of Refined 
Alternative C that is not identical between the two alternatives is the widening of SR-224 
between Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway. 

With the Refined Alternative A presented in the draft screening report, there would be three 
through lanes in each direction (northbound and southbound) on SR-224 between Olympic 
Parkway and Ute Boulevard. At three intersection locations (northbound SR-224 and Olympic 
Parkway, northbound SR-224 and Ute Boulevard, and southbound SR-224 and Ute 
Boulevard), the outermost through lane transitions to a through-right lane (a combined 
through lane and right-turn lane), and vehicles turning right onto the side streets would turn 
from the through-right lane. This shared configuration of through lanes and right-turn lanes 
narrowed the footprint for Refined Alternative A. 

In response to Summit County’s request to combine elements of Refined Alternative A with 
Refined Alternative C, UDOT revised the design of Refined Alternative A on SR-224 to match 
the design of Alternative C. With this change, the three through lanes in each direction were 
maintained from the previous Refined Alternative A, and a new right-turn lane was added in 
the northbound direction at the SR-224/Olympic Parkway intersection and in both the 
northbound and southbound directions at the SR-224/Ute Boulevard intersection, thereby 
separating the through and right-turning traffic for those movements. 

This design improvement also allowed striped bicycle lanes to be added between the through 
lane and the right-turn lane, thereby providing better function of the bicycle lanes and greater 
safety at the two intersections. 

Refined Alternative A has been revised as described above, including the above-mentioned 
lane additions on SR-224, which match those of Refined Alternative C. Additionally, in 
response to public comment requests, bicycle lanes have been included on SR-224 as part of 
Refined Alternative A. This revised version of Alternative A will be carried forward for detailed 
evaluation in the Draft EIS. 

For information regarding the screening evaluation results for the pedestrian overpass 
options, see the response to comment 5.  
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7 

Alternative B: eliminate the connection of Ute 
Boulevard crossing SR-224 to narrow the large 
intersection footprint to accomplish the previous 
concept design with a grade separated public 
plaza. This approach of a public plaza over 
highways has been successfully implemented in 
several other communities resulting in increased 
economic development and social cohesion across 
a highway. This alternative best satisfies the 
Kimball Junction Plan with respect to connecting 
the east and west sides of SR-224. Summit County 
refers to these modifications as Alternative B+. See 
Summit County’s proposed Alternative B+ design.  

Because Alternative B+ proposed many fundamental changes to both the original and refined 
Alternative B (as described in Section 5.3, Summit County’s Alternative B+, of the final 
screening report), it was treated as a new alternative. Therefore, it was screened starting with 
Level 1 screening. Recall that Level 1 screening was used to determine whether each 
conceptual alternative developed during the Area Plan process had a “fatal flaw” or whether it 
did not meet the problems and opportunities of the Area Plan study. Alternatives that had a 
fatal flaw or did not meet the problems and opportunities were dismissed from further 
consideration. 

Alternative B+ was eliminated from further consideration at Level 1 screening because UDOT 
determined that it has several fatal flaws from a traffic and safety perspective, including the 
addition of two-way frontage roads, which are less safe than the one-way frontage roads 
originally proposed with Alternative B. Alternative B+ also includes a large number of conflict 
points and complex intersection operations. UDOT staff met with Summit County staff to 
review the conceptual design and operational and safety limitations of Alternative B+, and 
Summit County staff agreed that Alternative B+ should not move forward for additional 
evaluation in the EIS. 

8 

Alternative C: swap the pedestrian/bicycle tunnel 
for an enhanced and beautified Pedestrian 
Overpass described above that improves the public 
realm and better connects the neighborhoods. This 
alternative appears to Summit County to be the 
weakest solution both to traffic flows and to 
pedestrian accessibility. See Summit County’s 
proposed Alternative C design.  

See the response to comment 5 regarding the screening evaluation results for the pedestrian 
overpass options. Refined Alternative C passes all Level 3 screening criteria measures for 
traffic flow and pedestrian and bicyclist accessibility.  
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9 

Alternative A will have a direct impact on many 
local roads, primarily Landmark Drive. Landmark 
Drive has been identified in the Summit County 
Long Range Transportation Plan for widening the 
segment between the roundabout at the Tanger 
Outlet Mall and the Best Western hotel from the 
existing 3-lane road to 4-lanes. 

Nevertheless, we cannot depend on this corridor to 
solve the overall traffic problem, as this widening 
has not been fully studied, nor would this 
accommodate additional traffic for the entirety of 
the corridor which Alternative A contemplates. If 
Alternative A, which includes a split diamond 
interchange at the Tanger Outlet Mall, is selected, 
it is critical that UDOT include in such alternative 
adding right-of-way and improvements to 
Landmark Drive for additional vehicular lanes for 
pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure to secure 
safety along a high-volume roadway. To help 
understand the impact of these alternatives, please 
indicate the forecasted vehicular volume on 
Landmark Drive and include upgrades to 
Landmark in the design. 

Widening Landmark Drive is a Phase 1 project in Summit County’s LRTP. Therefore, Summit 
County’s assumed widening of Landmark Drive is part of the assumptions for the No-action 
Alternative in the Kimball Junction EIS. 

See the response to comment 3 regarding various cross-section scenarios that UDOT 
presented to Summit County for a widened Landmark Drive. 

Appendix D, Kimball Junction Alternatives and Traffic Modeling Data Report, of the final 
screening report has been revised to include more discussion about traffic volumes on 
Landmark Drive for Refined Alternative A. A summary of Landmark Drive daily traffic volumes 
is presented below.  

Scenario Daily Volume 

Existing 13,000 vehicles/day 

2050 No-action 17,000 vehicles/day 

Refined Alternative A 22,000 vehicles/day 

With Refined Alternative A, during the PM peak hour in 2050, traffic volumes on SR-224 
between I-80 and Ute Boulevard would decrease by 1,020 vehicles (about 20%), and traffic 
volumes on Landmark Drive just north of Ute Boulevard would increase by 510 vehicles 
(about 30%). Similar to the PM peak hour, daily traffic volumes on Landmark Drive would 
increase by about 30% with Refined Alternative A, whereas SR-224 traffic volumes would 
decrease by about 20% compared to the 2050 No-action Alternative. Additional information, 
including a comparison of daily traffic volumes on Landmark Drive and SR-224, has been 
included in Appendix D of the final screening report. 

Summit County’s planned widening of Landmark Drive will accommodate the expected traffic 
volumes that would result from Refined Alternative A. Additionally, converting the Landmark 
Drive and Ute Boulevard roundabout into a signal, as identified with Refined Alternative A, 
would result in an acceptable level of service (LOS) for the intersection. Because the 
Landmark Drive/Ute Boulevard signal operates at LOS D or better, and because signals are 
often the capacity constraint on a road, UDOT expects that Summit County’s planned 
widening of Landmark Drive will allow Landmark Drive to operate adequately with the shifted 
traffic volumes from Refined Alternative A. 
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10 

One of the assumptions underlying Alternative A 
seems to be that about 50% of the current traffic 
passing through Kimball Junction at the AM and 
PM peak times is accessing either the west or the 
east sides of the Kimball Junction Neighborhood 
and not just passing through. Summit County 
requests that UDOT provide more empirical data to 
back up this assumption. 

The peak-hour traffic volumes are available in Appendix D, Kimball Junction Alternatives and 
Traffic Modeling Data Report, of the draft and final screening reports. Specifically, Figures 1 
through 5 show the peak-hour traffic volumes for all roads in the analysis, including Landmark 
Drive. 

Analysis of existing traffic volumes provides insight into the general traffic patterns for the 
area. Subtracting the traffic volume turning into Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway from the 
total volume approaching Kimball Junction on SR-224 gives an estimate of the amount of 
traffic accessing Kimball Junction land uses versus traveling through. Table 1 in Appendix D 
of the final screening report shows the existing turning volumes subtracted from the approach 
volumes for both directions of travel during both peak hours. Both access traffic and through 
traffic have an important role in the area’s traffic demand. 

Additional discussion has been added to the Roadway Traffic Volumes section of Appendix D 
of the final screening report.  
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11 

We recognize that a grade-separated crossing is 
preferable to an at-grade Pedestrian Overpass 
over multiple lanes; however, an out-of-direction, 
pedestrian underpass is often underutilized 
because of the inherent danger and discomfort of 
these routes. There have been no indications that 
proper lighting, air circulation, and aesthetics have 
been considered for pedestrian underground 
crossings for up to 9-lanes of travel. 

Note that this phase of the project includes the conceptual design of alternatives for 
alternatives screening purposes. UDOT will include features required by AASHTO and 
UDOT’s design and safety standards, as well as aesthetic enhancements of a pedestrian 
underpass alternative, if one is selected, during the final design phase of the project. 

UDOT has sought to reduce out-of-direction travel as much as possible for all action 
alternatives as well as attempted to improve comfort for pedestrians and bicyclists when 
crossing SR-224 by replacing at-grade intersection crossings with grade-separated 
structures. 

As shown in the figure below, the existing pedestrian underpass south of Olympic Parkway 
receives 580 users on a typical summer day, compared to 15 users at the Olympic Parkway 
at-grade intersection and 200 users at the Ute Boulevard at-grade intersection. Because trail 
connections exist at the pedestrian undercrossing and Olympic Parkway and Ute Boulevard, 
and because of the high usage of the tunnel, it’s reasonable to assume that some underpass 
users traveled out of direction to access the underpass rather than use the at-grade facilities. 
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12 

Summit County requests an enhanced Pedestrian 
Overpass that is safe, comfortable, and 
aesthetically pleasing for the gateway corridor to 
the Wasatch Back. This should not be viewed as a 
simple betterment to the project, but rather as an 
essential element to the Kimball Junction Plan. 
Without such, the east and west sides of SR-224 
will not be a “seamlessly connected 
neighborhood.” 

Note that UDOT is not responsible for implementing Summit County’s Kimball Junction 
Neighborhood Plan, which is included as an element of the Snyderville Basin General Plan. 
However, UDOT’s project purpose and screening criteria do take into account several 
transportation-related goals of the plan, including the key action point to “improve regional 
north-south vehicular flow through the neighborhood and enhance safe pedestrian, bicycle, 
transit, and vehicular connections between the east and west sides of the neighborhood.” 
Further, Refined Alternatives A and C with the pedestrian underpass also meet the key action 
point of the plan to “develop additional above- or below-ground pedestrian and nonmotorized 
linkages across SR-224.” 

As stated in our response to comment 5, none of the pedestrian overpass options passed 
Level 3 screening due to walk times exceeding the walk times of the 2050 No-Action 
Alternative. In addition, walk times for the pedestrian overpass options also exceeded the 
walk times for the underpass options. 

UDOT understands that Summit County is considering land use changes in the Kimball 
Junction area. Neither Refined Alternative A nor C with the pedestrian underpass precludes 
Summit County from working with UDOT to develop a pedestrian overpass that connects and 
better integrates development on each side of SR-224 in the future when these evolving 
changes are included in adopted land use plans.  
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13 

As stated in the Kimball Junction Plan, it is 
imperative that bicycle and pedestrian safety and 
comfort are a high priority. While UDOT developed 
a “Level of Traffic Stress” to evaluate the 
improvement of pedestrian and bicycle mobility, the 
methodology did not adequately consider the 
impact of additional vehicles on the network. For 
example, Alternative A, with a much higher 
vehicular volume on Landmark Drive is considered 
as improving the pedestrian and bicycle mobility. 
Please consider revising the methodology that 
better reflects the user experience. 

The improvements in the LTS with Refined Alternative A are due to the new proposed 
pedestrian underpass at Ute Boulevard. This underpass is listed in Table 3-6, Level 3 
Screening Results, of the draft screening report. Detailed LTS results are shown in Figures 11 
through 14 in Appendix D, Kimball Junction Alternatives and Traffic Modeling Data Report, of 
the draft and final screening reports. As shown in the figures, the LTS on Landmark Drive is 
forecasted to be LTS 2 for all the action alternatives. 

The LTS methodology that was used for this screening evaluation was requested by Summit 
County. On March 2, 2023, UDOT met with Summit County to further discuss the LTS 
methodology and proposed LTS screening measures. In addition, UDOT held a 30-day 
comment period for the public and agencies from April 28 to May 28, 2023, on the 
Alternatives Development and Screening Methodology Report. The Alternatives Development 
and Screening Methodology Report continues to be available on the Kimball Junction EIS 
website (https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/alternative-screening-2). UDOT received no 
substantive comments on the proposed methodology during the comment period. Additional 
discussion on the Alternatives Development and Screening Methodology Report was included 
in Section 3.4.2, Alternatives Screening Methodology, of the draft screening report. 

LTS methodology assigns a numeric stress level to streets and trails based on attributes such 
as traffic speed, traffic volume, number of lanes, ease of intersection crossings, presence of 
bikeway facilities, turn lane configurations, and other attributes. For Landmark Drive, the 
traffic volumes for the no-action condition and all action alternatives already exceed the 
highest traffic volume threshold. Therefore, additional traffic volumes do not affect results at 
this point. 

14 

Summit County is currently considering enhancing 
and/or redeveloping the existing transit center on 
the Richins Parcel, including creating a capture 
parking lot. It’s essential to consider the benefits of 
a 1,000+ parking spaces facility at this location in 
future analysis to facilitate transit and other 
multimodal solutions. 

A 1,000-space parking lot is not currently included in any adopted land use or transportation 
plan for the Kimball Junction area. Because the idea of a parking lot is speculative, UDOT 
cannot include it in any of our modeling or conceptual alternative designs. Parking lot impacts 
are difficult to represent with the current traffic forecasting tools (Summit-Wasatch travel 
demand model) that are available for the study area. If a parking lot is approved before the 
EIS is complete, UDOT will look to incorporate any analysis of local traffic impacts conducted 
by Summit County as part of the process for approving a parking lot development. 

In addition, UDOT is not clear why the County would expect adding a potential parking lot to 
affect the EIS analysis or alternatives, because increasing transit ridership is not a purpose of 
this project.  

https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov/alternative-screening-2
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The travel times reflected in Alternative B do not 
accurately reflect the average speeds and travel 
times on thoroughfare roads compared to frontage 
roads. Instead, the report reflects a single 
comingled time or speed listed for that alternative. 
A singular speed or travel time conveys less 
advantages of the grade separated design than 
actually forecasted. 

Slower speeds on frontage roads are an 
acceptable trade-off as this accomplishes the 
desire to move regional traffic quickly onto the 
interstate while providing safe and comfortable 
options on local roads. Separating out the frontage 
roads from SR-224 in this analysis results in 
significant increases in favorability with regard to 
Alternative B. 

Travel times reported for Refined Alternative B in Appendix D, Kimball Junction Alternatives 
and Traffic Modeling Data Report, of the draft screening report are for the grade-separated 
depressed thoroughfare section of SR-224 only and do not include travel times on the 
frontage roads. This has been further clarified with revised footnotes in Table 3-5 and 
Table 3-6 in the final screening report. 

16 

Summit County requests for this project to be 
included in the 2025 Statewide Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP) as soon as possible, 
with construction slated for 2028 or sooner, to meet 
the pressing demands of the community. 

Projects are not typically added to the STIP in advance of the Record of Decision for an EIS. 
When the EIS is complete,, if an action alternative is selected, there will likely be opportunity 
for a funded project to be included on the STIP. 
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sedgwickb
Polygonal Line

sedgwickb
Callout
US 80 pavement elevation the same as head level elevation along Kilby Rd and Millennial Trail on the west side of Kilby Rd.Sound levels very likely well above USEPA guidelines of 55 dB.  Wet conditions even louder.Indoor sound levels likely above USEPA guidelines of 45 dBOne cannot have a conversation with someone next to them walking on the Millennial trail along Kilby Rd.Northern European research on highway noise near residential areas document significant impacts to human health.

sedgwickb
Text Box
I wanted to give some input on an environmental issue along Hwy 80 at Kimball Junction, specifically noise impacts along an area of Kilby Road.  The noise levels from traffic in a Kilby Rd sector is certainly above USEPA guidelines for residential areas.  Please note the attached map and comments regarding this.  I believe an engineered sound barrier should be required and installed from approximately Gorgoza Pines Rd southwest between Kilby Rd. and 80, where there is plenty of room for one, to near Ecker Hill Middle School, a distance of ~1 mile.  This is the area of worst dB impacts which have been getting worse and worse over the past 10+ years with traffic and speeds.  It now has become such that you cannot have a normal level conversation walking along Millennial Trail next to someone, nor outside of your home along Kilby.  Hwy 80 pavement elevation is approximately at ear level along this stretch.Please see attached map and additional notes.Thank you,Brian Sedgwick

sedgwickb
Callout
Engineered Sound Barrier Location
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All residents and guests to the greater Park City and Kimball Junction quickly become aware of 
major tra ic issues.   While the growth of the Kimball Junction area has created increases in local 
tra ic through and across SR 224, the vast majority of morning and evening peak tra ic volumes are 
going to and from the I-80 Freeway.   This is clearly shown in the UDOT tra ic counts in the following 
exhibit.    

In the PM peak hour, 1800 cars per hour must stop at the SPUI (single point urban interchange) to 
cross tra ic to enter I-80W.    The queuing necessary to wait for light changes starts a back-up 
which ultimately backs up past the preceding intersections at Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway 
causing all local intersections to fail. Regrettably, the two remaining solutions that UDOT is 
proposing fail to adequately address these core conditions.  

Alternative A, the “Split-Diamond Interchange,” simply attempts to spread freeway tra ic on local 
surface streets to provide additional areas to exit and enter I-80 and provides an awkward network 
of one-way frontage roads which will seriously compromise and lengthen local tra ic routes and 
confuse visitors. 

Alternative C, adds a sea of additional asphalt to accommodate additional turn lanes so more cars 
can queue up to wait for changing lights.    This option further complicates bike and pedestrian 
movements in the area and creates intimidatingly wide intersections.  The additional turn lanes 
accommodate more idling vehicles during the interrupted tra ic flows.        

Ideally, we should separate the freeway tra ic from local tra ic to smooth entry and exit flows while 
allowing local tra ic to flow less a ected.   This could be accomplished with a grade-separated 
flyover located to bypass critical local intersections.  UDOT initially studied a flyover but eliminated 
the option because the flyover studied was designed as a traditional right lane exit which combined 
east bound and west bound I-80 tra ic with local turning tra ic complicating the Ute Boulevard and 
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Olympic Parkway intersections as shown in the description below: 

A solution to the problematic right lane comingling would be to separate I-80 West bound tra ic 
from the center lane of SR224 where freeway bound tra ic would enter an elevated express 
roadway supported by columns in the median of SR224.   The freeway entry ramp could be located 
su iciently south of Ute Boulevard such that local tra ic would continue to function below the 
elevated roadway.  The elevated “express lane” roadway could even be extended south of Olympic 
Parkway further enhancing the connectivity between the east and west sides of Kimball Junction.    
The benefit of the column mounted design is that it requires minimal road widening as the tra ic 
lanes are essentially stacked on top of each other.   It also minimizes the construction period 
impacts upon the existing roadways and keeps the local road networks serving local tra ic, 
bicycles, and pedestrians.  

Similarly, to address the morning rush hours, an “HOV/Transit Only” exit could be added to the left 
travel lane of I-80 East paralleling the SR224 N to I-80W flyover landing near the entry to the 
proposed BRT lanes on SR 224.   This would encourage transit and carpooling, while unburdening 
the local intersections from freeway tra ic.     

A significant benefit of a center lane grade-separated flyover is that most of the required 
improvements can occur inside of existing rights of way, with minimal land disturbance.  This 
dramatically reduces environmental impacts and improves safety for local pedestrians and 
cyclists.   This alternative also best meets UDOT’s criteria for evaluating improvement designs.  The 
criteria are contained in the following table:
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Approximate flyover location in median. 

View of elevated express lanes allowing surface neighborhood streets to function well. 

I urge The Utah Department of Transportation to reconsider alternative flyover designs to deliver 
long-term solutions to the vital Kimball Junction interchange and accommodate sustainable 
regional growth.   

Peter Tomai 
Park City, Utah 
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🡽

A Proposal to 
Reduce Rush-hour Congestion 

on Northbound SR-224

91



The Problem

� In the ski season, traffic backs up on
northbound SR 224 during rush hour 
(3pm-6pm)

� Stop and go can reach Canyons Resort
Drive and beyond (nearly 3 miles)

� Time in traffic jam can be up to 45
minutes (compared to an average travel 
time in light traffic of 6 minutes)
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The Impacts

� Unhappy visitors

� Wasted time for workers going home

� Wasted energy 
� 0.3 to 0.5 gallons per vehicle idling for 40 

minutes

� Increased air pollution
� 20 lbs of CO

2
 per gallon equates to 6-10

pounds of extra CO
2
 per vehicle

� Plus Ozone, Hydrocarbons and other harmful 
pollutants

� 5,000 vehicles crawling up SR224 in rush hour 
will burn an extra 2,500 gallons of gas and 
produce an extra 25 tons of CO

2
 per day
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The Cause

� The traffic lights at Kimball
Junction have limited throughput
� Redstone (Olympic Parkway /

Newpark Blvd)

� Ute Blvd

� I-80

� Redstone & Ute intersections
have only two through lanes, and 
only two lanes turn westbound 
onto I-80.
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The Solution

� Allow traffic to use the northbound
shoulder of SR-224 from Bear Hollow 
through Ute Boulevard during rush 
hour (~3pm-6pm)

� This solution is used elsewhere, for
example on Interstate highways 
leading in and out of Boston.
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Current 224 Lane Configuration
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Proposed 224 Lane Configuration

Allow driving on the 
shoulder from Bear Hollow 
through Ute Blvd during 
rush hour (e.g. 3pm-6pm)
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🡽
Traffic Flow
July 8, 2015.  4:40pm – 5:15pm 

Left Straight Right

258 23 119

Straight Right

195 19

Straight Right

165 61

Actual Car Count

Note this study was done in 
the summer on Wednesday 
July 8.

It is likely that in ski season 
rush hour, a higher percentage 
of traffic continues straight on 
SR224 at Olympic Parkway
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Proposed 224 Lane Configuration

Create a new right turn lane 

Allow driving on the 
shoulder from Bear Hollow 
through Ute Blvd during 
rush hour (e.g. 3pm-6pm)

Allow through traffic or right turn 
from shoulder/right turn lane

Change the third lane to allow left 
turns as well as through traffic

Allow driving on shoulder on 
the I-80 on-ramp
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There is Space to Add the New Right Turn Lane at 
the Olympic/Newpark Intersection
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The Result?

� 40% - 50% increased flow through the three
intersections

� Significantly reduced

� Congestion

� Energy use

� Air Pollution

� Significantly improved visitor & worker experience
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Kimball Junction EIS 

 After reviewing the Kimball Junction EIS and public comments, the solution to the traffic congestion is 
to separate Park City traffic and Kimball Junction traffic. The existing interchange with proximity of two 
at grade intersections on SR248   and commercially developed land makes it difficult and expensive to 

conduct this traffic solution at Kimball Junction.  Therefore, the present study area is too restrictive 
to find a long-term traffic solution.  

An appropriate study area should be along I-80 from Jeremy Ranch interchange mile post 141 to east of 
the US-40 interchange mile post 146. This total area offers numerous opportunities to carry out the 
needed solution for the Kimball Junction/Park City traffic congestion.  (The majority of the ESI 
commenters understand that this is the only long-term answer).   

This study area provides numerous obsolete or underutilized roadway features that can be converted to 
reduce the Kimball Junction area congestion.  To name a few: two roadside truck/view areas that can be 
moved to less congested areas, a grade separation that can be converted into an interchange and 
roadway distance available for innovated traffic improvement that would be effective in reducing 
congestion. 

It is time to convert I-80 in the Kimball Junction area from a rural freeway to an urban freeway due to 
the high traffic demand and future growth. 

Duncan Silver 

.  The only long term solution to minimize traffic congestion is to separate the traffic desiring Kimball 
Junction from the traffic destrin to Park City 
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Delivery via e-mail 

March 27, 2024 

Mr. Carlos Braceras 
Executive Director  
Utah Department of Transportation 
4501 South 2700 West 
Salt Lake City, UT 84114 

Dear Mr. Braceras: 

The Salt Lake City – Utah Committee for the Games (SLC-UT) supports 
efforts by the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) to create 
transportation solutions at the Interstate 80 and State Route 224 
interchange at Kimball Junction.  As you know, SLC-UT has been 
designated by the United States Olympic and Paralympic Committee as 
America’s choice for the Olympic and Paralympic Winter Games to be held 
in 2034 and is currently in targeted dialogue with the International Olympic 
Committee (IOC).  We expect that the IOC will formally announce later this 
summer that we will be the host of the 2034 Olympic Winter Games.   

State Route 224 is the principal gateway corridor to the greater Park City 
region, providing access to planned Olympic venues at Utah Olympic Park, 
Park City Mountain, and Deer Valley Resort.  The current traffic congestion 
in the area will only get worse and UDOT’s ongoing efforts to find solutions 
are critical not only for the success of the Olympics, but for the benefit of 
the region before and after the Games.   

While 2034 may feel like many years from now, when it comes to preparing 
infrastructure, it is important that planning and decision making proceed 
expeditiously.  SLC-UT encourages consideration of solutions that enable  
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Salt Lake City-Utah Committee for the Games 

2 

sustainable transportation alternatives, such as expanded public transit 
choices.  Final decisions need to be made quickly to ensure that 
improvements are in place before the 2033-34 winter season.  Any delay 
would seriously undermine to the region’s ability to successfully host the 
Games. We request that this project is included in the Statewide 
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) as soon as possible.   

Thank you for your consideration of this important request.  We would be 
happy to participate in UDOT’s ongoing planning efforts around this 
significant transportation initiative.   

Sincerely, 

Fraser Bullock 
President & CEO 
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March 27, 2024 

Mr. Carlos Braceras, Executive Director 
Utah Department of Transportation  
4501 South 2700 West 
Salt Lake City, UT 84114 

Dear Mr. Braceras: 

The Utah Olympic Legacy Foundation supports efforts by the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) to create 
transportation solutions at the Interstate 80 and State Route 224 interchange at Kimball Junction. With our Legacy 
venue locations at Utah Olympic Park, Utah Olympic Oval, and Soldier Hollow in the Heber Valley, we are 
definitely in-tune with the local dynamics and growth challenges facing these three distinctly different Host Venue 
communities. I applaud your efforts to thoroughly look at the current day needs and projected future needs of each 
of these Utah communities. 

I am a firm believer that whatever road infrastructure improvements are considered, that first and foremost they are 
being done for current and future community needs. The future Games should only be a factor in helping to time the 
improvements or to lend possible coordination help with.  

Key opportunities that I view the current Kimball Junction EIS and subsequent efforts could do, include:  

• Improved traffic circulation; especially should through traffic roadways reduce the current (3) traffic
stoplights.

• Increased collaboration with local government to blend transit goals with road infrastructure improvements

• A coordinated and smart utilization of local, State, and Federal dollar spending to create a much more
dynamic and full functioning interchange, expanded transit center, dedicated BRT, TOD, and improved
neighborhood interconnectivity.

• Showcasing how regional and State entities can solve the growing everyday traffic challenges in a way that
showcases how Utah is effective in coordinating everyday needs with current Olympic legacy venues and
future Games planning efforts. All with a goal of providing desired community benefits through effective
collaboration.

I encourage you to include this project in the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) as soon as 
reasonably possible. 

Thank you for your consideration. The Legacy Foundation would be happy to participate in UDOT’s ongoing 
planning efforts around this important transportation initiative. Please feel free to contact me at chilton@uolf.org or 

 should you have any questions.

Sincerely, 

Colin Hilton 
President/ CEO, Utah Olympic Legacy Foundation 
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March 27, 2024 

Carlos Braceras, Executive Director 
Utah Department of Transportation  
4501 South 2700 West 
Salt Lake City, UT 84114 

Dear Utah Department of Transportation: 

Park City Mountain proudly supports efforts by the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) to 
create transportation solutions at the Interstate 80 and State Route 224 interchange at Kimball 
Junction. State Route 224 is the gateway corridor to the greater Snyderville Basin and Park City 
region and serves the Kimball Junction Town Center.  

Kimball Junction holds significant local and regional importance, serving as a vital gateway to the 
Park City Mountain area for our guests and employees. We believe that addressing the following 
key objectives through the proposed improvements is crucial: 

• Enhancing traffic circulation to alleviate congestion.
• Prioritizing safety for all roadway users, including pedestrians and cyclists.
• Enhancing mobility for all modes of transportation, promoting accessibility.
• Providing reliable options to ensure efficient travel for our employees and guests.
• Bolstering support for public transit initiatives to encourage sustainable transportation choices.
• Fostering tourism and economic development by improving accessibility to the region.

It is essential that the preferred alternative not only address the immediate needs of the community 
— but also that it align with future requirements, particularly in the context of a potential future 
Winter Games in Utah. By selecting a solution that is both comprehensive and forward-thinking, we 
can effectively showcase our collective commitment to regional collaboration and sustainable 
transportation infrastructure. 

Thank you for considering this critical request. Should you require any further information or 
clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me at . 

Sincerely, 

Deirdra Walsh 

VP and COO Park City Mountain 

1345 LOWELL AVENUE, PARK CITY, UT 84060 

PARKCITYMOUNTAIN.COM 

(435) 649-8111
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60 North Main  P.O. Box 128  Coalville, UT 84017 
Office (435) 336-3110    Mobile (435) 477-2873    sscott@summitcounty.org 

 COUNTY MANAGER SHAYNE C. SCOTT 

March 27, 2024 

Carlos Braceras, Executive Director Via Email: cbraceras@utah.gov 
Utah Department of Transportation  
4501 South 2700 West 
Salt Lake City, UT 84114 

Dear Utah Department of Transportation: 

Summit County is excited to work with the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) to create 
transportation solutions at the Interstate 80 (I-80) and State Route 224 (S.R. 224) interchange at 
Kimball Junction through the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  

As you know, Kimball Junction is the gateway corridor to the greater Snyderville Basin and Park 
City region and serves the Kimball Junction Town Center. As such, we emphasize that the 
preferred alternative needs to serve all users in the community and bridge the divided 
neighborhoods along the SR-224 corridor, without overburdening local roads.  

As currently presented, proposed Alternatives A and C do not satisfy the objectives of the 
Kimball Junction Neighborhood Plan (“Kimball Junction Plan”). One of the main objectives of 
the Kimball Junction Plan is to “create a people oriented built environment” where “priority is 
given to the needs of pedestrians rather than the movement of vehicles.”  It is critical that the 
preferred alternative does not create an environment adverse to pedestrians and other active 
modes.  

These proposed alternatives, as presently designed, are not suitable for local neighborhoods. For 
example, the Alternative A “Split Diamond” design dramatically increases traffic onto Landmark 
Drive and exacerbates the hostile pedestrian environment. As stated below, if Alternative A were 
ultimately selected, Landmark Drive between the new Split Diamond Interchange and Ute Blvd 
would need added capacity. There are opportunities for this area to redevelop more consistently 
with the Kimball Junction Plan, however, a traffic-heavy corridor will impede this improvement. 

The Kimball Junction Plan also establishes a goal to “achieve a seamlessly connected 
neighborhood.” Again, as currently designed, none of these alternatives accomplishes this goal. 
While we appreciate the effort to establish a mid-block pedestrian underpass between Ute 
Boulevard and Olympic, research has found that out-of-direction travel for pedestrians is often 
neglected, uncomfortable, and undermines pedestrian safety. All of the existing alternatives 
further divide the neighborhoods on each side of SR-224.  

Instead of another pedestrian/bicycle tunnel under SR-224, Summit County would like UDOT to 
provide an enhanced pedestrian/bicycle promenade to pass over SR-224 that is comfortable and 
beautiful and provides an opportunity for this much needed connectivity between neighborhoods 
divided by SR-224 (a “Pedestrian Crossing”). Summit County owns the approximately six-acre 
parcel (SCPS-1-X) where its Sheldon Richins Building and Transit Center are located (the 
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“Richins Parcel”). Regardless of which alternative is chosen, the eastern edge of this Richins 
Parcel could be included in the design of this Pedestrian Crossing. 

Summit County believes that there are opportunities to better meet the EIS Purpose and Need 
statement as well as to meet the objectives of the Kimball Junction Plan by revising the existing 
alternatives. Previously, Summit County staff had requested to meet with UDOT to discuss these 
potential revisions and were asked to wait until the public comment period. We now ask that you 
consider the following revisions and reevaluate the following alternative designs: 

Alternative A: include additional travel lanes on SR-224 and an enhanced SR-224 
Pedestrian Overpass described above. Many of the enhancements pertaining to 
Alternative C can be beneficially combined into Alternative A, making it a more robust 
solution. Summit County refers to these modifications as Alternative A+C. 

Alternative B: eliminate the connection of Ute Boulevard crossing SR-224 to narrow the 
large intersection footprint to accomplish the previous concept design with a grade-
separated public plaza. This approach of a public plaza over highways has been 
successfully implemented in several other communities resulting in increased economic 
development and social cohesion across a highway. This alternative best satisfies the 
Kimball Junction Plan with respect to connecting the east and west sides of SR-224. 
Summit County refers to these modifications as Alternative B+. 

Alternative C: swap the pedestrian/bicycle tunnel for an enhanced and beautified 
Pedestrian Overpass described above that improves the public realm and better connects 
the neighborhoods.  This alternative appears to Summit County to be the weakest solution 
both to traffic flows and to pedestrian accessibility. 

Please refer to the enclosures for more information about these alternative designs. 

We see this reevaluation as an opportunity to improve on these alternatives for better multimodal 
improvements necessary for a transformational project that will serve future generations. With 
each of these revised alternatives, it is imperative that these alternatives consider both regional 
and local needs. To ensure that these revised alternatives meet Summit County’s goals, we need 
additional information on the impact on local roads.  

Alternative A will have a direct impact on many local roads, primarily Landmark Drive. 
Landmark Drive has been identified in the Summit County Long Range Transportation Plan for 
widening the segment between the roundabout at the Tanger Outlet Mall and the Best Western 
hotel from the existing 3-lane road to 4-lanes. Nevertheless, we cannot depend on this corridor to 
solve the overall traffic problem, as this widening has not been fully studied, nor would this 
accommodate additional traffic for the entirety of the corridor which Alternative A contemplates. 
If Alternative A, which includes a split diamond interchange at the Tanger Outlet Mall, is 
selected, it is critical that UDOT include in such alternative adding right-of-way and 
improvements to Landmark Drive for additional vehicular lanes for pedestrian and bicycle 
infrastructure to secure safety along a high-volume roadway. To help understand the impact of 
these alternatives, please indicate the forecasted vehicular volume on Landmark Drive and 
include upgrades to Landmark in the design.  

One of the assumptions underlying Alternative A seems to be that about 50% of the current 
traffic passing through Kimball Junction at the AM and PM peak times is accessing either the 
west or the east sides of the Kimball Junction Neighborhood and not just passing through. 
Summit County requests that UDOT provide more empirical data to back up this assumption. 
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UDOT evaluated the alternatives for “compatibility” with the Kimball Junction Plan with all 
three alternatives getting a passing evaluation. However, none of the current alternatives achieve 
a seamless and connected neighborhood as highlighted in the Kimball Junction Plan.  

We recognize that a grade-separated crossing is preferable to an at-grade Pedestrian Overpass 
over multiple lanes; however, an out-of-direction, pedestrian underpass is often underutilized 
because of the inherent danger and discomfort of these routes. There have been no indications 
that proper lighting, air circulation, and aesthetics have been considered for pedestrian 
underground crossings for up to 9-lanes of travel. 

As stated above, Summit County requests an enhanced Pedestrian Overpass that is safe, 
comfortable, and aesthetically pleasing for the gateway corridor to the Wasatch Back. This 
should not be viewed as a simple betterment to the project, but rather as an essential element to 
the Kimball Junction Plan. Without such, the east and west sides of SR-224 will not be a 
“seamlessly connected neighborhood.”   

Further, as stated in the Kimball Junction Plan, it is imperative that bicycle and pedestrian safety 
and comfort are a high priority. While UDOT developed a “Level of Traffic Stress” to evaluate 
the improvement of pedestrian and bicycle mobility, the methodology did not adequately 
consider the impact of additional vehicles on the network. For example, Alternative A, with a 
much higher vehicular volume on Landmark Drive is considered as improving the pedestrian and 
bicycle mobility. As requested in earlier stakeholder meetings, please consider revising the 
methodology that better reflects the user experience. 

Summit County reiterates to UDOT that transit should be taken into consideration in evaluating 
and designing these alternatives and in arriving at a preferred alternative. The alternatives seem 
to do a good job of taking our proposed SR-224 BRT project (which is in the design phase now) 
into consideration.  Summit County is currently considering enhancing and/or redeveloping the 
existing transit center on the Richins Parcel, including creating a capture parking lot. It’s 
essential to consider the benefits of a 1,000+ parking spaces facility at this location in future 
analysis to facilitate transit and other multimodal solutions. 

Finally, while the UDOT evaluation provides metrics for travel time and average speed, the 
information conveyed to the public appears to be flawed. For example, the travel times reflected 
in Alternative B do not accurately reflect the average speeds and travel times on thoroughfare 
roads compared to frontage roads. Instead, the report reflects a single comingled time or speed 
listed for that alternative. A singular speed or travel time conveys less advantages of the grade-
separated design than actually forecasted. To a layperson, such analysis does not make logical 
sense and decreases public confidence in the EIS process.  Slower speeds on frontage roads are 
an acceptable trade-off as this accomplishes the desire to move regional traffic quickly onto the 
interstate while providing safe and comfortable options on local roads. Separating out the 
frontage roads from SR-224 in this analysis results in significant increases in favorability with 
regard to Alternative B. 

The Kimball Junction improvement is crucial to address both current demands and future 
growth, playing a pivotal role in bolstering local and statewide economic development. 
Enhancing travel efficiency between the Salt Lake Airport and the Wasatch Back ski resorts 
presents a significant economic edge for Utah compared to competing resorts across the western 
United States. However, congestion along the routes, leading to our ski destinations, diminishes 
our attractiveness and undermines economic vitality. We see that happening now with gridlock 
on SR-224. 

The needs at Kimball Junction are both immediate and persistent. These improvements need to 
be timed to accommodate the forthcoming Winter Olympic and Paralympic Games, for which 
Utah has been designated as the "preferred host" for 2034. Kimball Junction will serve as a 
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pivotal link connecting the world to venues in the Wasatch Back. Any delay extending 
construction beyond the 2033-2034 winter season would severely impact the region's capacity to 
effectively host the games. Summit County requests for this project to be included in the 2025 
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) as soon as possible, with construction 
slated for 2028 or sooner, to meet the pressing demands of the community. 

Summit County would like to thank UDOT for its work on the EIS so far and look forward to 
working with you on your next refinements to these alternatives, leading to a mutually 
acceptable final Record of Decision.  

Please contact Carl Miller, Summit County’s Transportation Planning Director at 
cmiller@summitcounty.org, if you have any questions.  

Sincerely, 

Shayne Scott, 
County Manager 

Enclosure: Kimball Junction Alternative Designs 

c:  
Summit County Council, countycouncil@summitcounty.org 
Mayor Nann Worrell, Mayor Park City Municipal Corporation, nann.worel@parkcity.org 
Kim Carson, High Valley Transit Board Chair, kcarson@summitcounty.org 
Caroline Rodriguez, High Valley Transit Executive Director, crodriguez@highvalleytransit.org 
John Angell, Summit County Public Works Director, jangell@summitcounty.org 
Pat Putt, Summit County Community Development Director, 
pputt@summitcounty.org  
Carl Miller, PMP, AICP CTP, Summit County Transportation Planning Director, 
cmiller@summitcounty.org  
Robert Stewart – UDOT Region II Director, rstewart@utah.gov 
Geoff Dupaix, UDOT Region II Planning Manager, gdupaix@utah.gov 
Rebecka Stromness, PE ,UDOT Region 2 Project Manager, rstromness@utah.gov  
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March 25, 2024 

Carlos Braceras, Executive Director 
Utah Department of Transportation  
4501 South 2700 West 
Salt Lake City, UT 84114 

Re: Kimball Junction-Interstate 80 Interchange 

Dear Mr. Braceras, 

We are enthusiastic about the progress of the Kimball Junction-Interstate 80 Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS). The Wasatch Back Regional Transportation Convening group is 
comprised of resorts, tourism leaders, and government agencies, and we have joined together to 
collaborate on transportation issues. We look forward to seeing the final design that alleviates the 
transportation problems faced at this gateway corridor.  

We would like to emphasize that the preferred alternative needs to both improve circulation for 
local and through traffic and serve all users in the community, including attention to the increasing 
numbers of active transportation users.  As such, we support design concepts that serve current 
and future community needs, while being timely to help showcase our collective efforts to host 
the 2034 Olympic and Paralympic Winter Games. 

It is anticipated that the International Olympic Committee will officially accept Utah’s bid to host 
the 2034 Olympic and Paralympic Winter Games this summer. Kimball Junction will play a vital 
role in connecting the world to facilities and venues in the Wasatch Back, including the Park City 
Mountain Resort, Deer Valley Resort, Utah Olympic Park, and Historic Main Street. The ability to 
serve these venues in an efficient manner will help ensure success of the events and support 
long-term sustainable tourism.   

Any delay that causes construction to finish past the 2033-2034 winter season would be harmful 
to the region’s ability to successfully host the Games. The Wasatch Back requests that this project 
is included in the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) as soon as possible, 
with construction starting by 2028, or sooner, so we are ready for the Winter Olympics Games. 

We would like to thank you and the UDOT team for their hard work on the EIS so far and eagerly 
await the next steps.  

Sincerely, 

Malena Stevens, Chair  
Summit County Council 

Christopher Robinson, 
Summit County 
Councilmember 

Tonja Hanson, Summit 
County Councilmember 

Nann Worel, Mayor 
Park City Municipal 

Ryan Dickey, 
Park City Councilmember 

Kim Carson, Chair  
High Valley Transit 

Todd Bennett, President 
Deer Valley Resort 

Deirdra Walsh, VP and COO 
Park City Mountain  

Kurt Krieg, Executive VP 
Extell Development  

118



Colin Hilton, CEO 
Utah Olympic Legacy 
Foundation 

Heather Kruse 
Military Recreation Facility 
Project Area Director MIDA 

Jennifer Wesselhoff,  
President and CEO Park City 
Chamber of Commerce 

Matt Dias, 
City Manager 
Park City Municipal 

Shayne Scott, 
Summit County Manager 

Caroline Rodriguez, 
Executive Director  
High Valley Transit 

Dustin Grabau,  
Wasatch County Manager 

Carl Miller, 
Transportation Planning 
Director, Summit County 

Tim Sanderson, 
Transportation Director 
Park City Municipal 
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March 27, 2024 

Carlos Braceras, Executive Director 
Utah Department of Transportation  
4501 South 2700 West 
Salt Lake City, UT 84114 

(This letter is being submitted on the EIS website and directly by email to cbraceras@utah.gov) 

Dear Executive Director Braceras: 

My name is David Geffen.  I have been a member of the High Valley Transit Board of Trustees 
for the past 2 ½ years and I joined that Board because of my strong interest in helping to solve 
transit challenges in the Wasatch Back.   I am writing this letter in my personal capacity as a 
resident of Summit County who is entitled to submit public comments in relation to the 
Alternative Screening report published for the Kimball Junction EIS.  These comments are my 
personal comments and do not represent the views of High Valley Transit. 

Over the past few days I have had the opportunity to review the letters that are being sent to you 
by each of the Wasatch Back Regional Transportation Convening group, Summit County, and 
Bill Ciraco, a member of the Park City Council who has sent a letter expressing his personal 
opinions. 

I write in support of the opinions expressed in each of the letters referenced above, and herein I 
will re-emphasize those points that I think are most important without repeating much of what 
those other letters say in more detail. 

Time is of the essence:  As noted in the letter from the Wasatch Back Regional Transportation 
Convening group, I cannot emphasize strongly enough how important it is that UDOT continue 
to work as quickly as practical to determine the final solution for Kimball Junction and to do 
everything in its power to add that solution to the Statewide Transportation Improvement 
Program (STIP) as soon as possible, with construction starting by 2028, or sooner, so that the 
residents of Summit County will not need to endure the hardship of continually increasing traffic 
and congestion any longer than necessary, and especially so that Summit County is prepared to 
host the Winter Olympics Games in 2034. 

Please consider alternative designs:  If UDOT moves forward with one of the solutions already 
proposed, I implore you to seriously consider the improvements being proposed by Summit 
County.  Personally, I like what Summit County refers to as Alternative A+C which I understand 
could include combining many of the enhancements related to Alternative C into Alternative A, 
while including an enhanced SR-224 Pedestrian crossing which I agree would be much more 
effective than a very long Pedestrian tunnel. 

Please carefully evaluate Bill Ciraco’s proposal for further modifying Alternative A:  I think 
Bill’s idea has significant merit and is worthy of serious evaluation.  If it were possible, as Bill 
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suggests, for UDOT to partner with Summit County, Dakota Pacific and the owners of Outlets 
Park City to utilize a negotiated right of way through property owned by Outlets Park City to 
create a new roadway instead of utilizing Landmark Drive as the main roadway for traffic going 
through that area, I think that would potentially be more beneficial and would improve utilization 
of the new exit from I-80 in that area and would be well utilized by local traffic heading into the 
broader Kimball Junction area.  If that potential roadway through the Outlets could also lead 
directly into a large parking capture lot that could also serve as a new transit terminal for High 
Valley Transit that would have tremendous potential to reduce future traffic volumes in Summit 
County by reducing the number of automobiles that would otherwise come up 224 in the first 
place. 

As a final note, I would like to say thank you to you and your staff for all the hard work everyone 
has done on this project over the past few years.  I recognize that solving the traffic challenge at 
Kimball Junction is complicated.  I’ve appreciated the thoughtfulness of your staff and I look 
forward to their continued open-minded assessment as they work towards the best outcome for 
Summit County. 

Sincerely, 

David Geffen 
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Bill Ciraco 
 

Park City UT 84060 
United States 

123-456-7890
 

March 26, 2024 

Carlos Braceras, Executive Director, UDOT 
Robert Stewart, UDOT Region 2, Director 
Kimball Junction EIS c/o HDR 
2825 E Cottonwood Parkway #200 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 84121 

Dear Directors Braceras and Stewart, 

My name is Bill Ciraco.  I am an elected member of the Park City Council.  As a 
resident taxpayer of Park City, Summit County, Utah, I am exercising my right to 
submit public comment relevant to the Alternative Screening report published for the 
Kimball Junction EIS.  These comments reflect my personal understandings, opinions 
and observations and do not represent any official government comment. 

In the winter of 2022/23, I attended an UDOT open house at the Ecker Hill Middle 
School in Park City.  At that event I engaged in conversation with at least two of the 
UDOT staff members present that evening.  We discussed the three alternatives at that 
time, Alternative “A”, Alternative “B”, and Alternative “C.”  At the time there was some 
conjecture that Alternative “B” was presumed to be “preferred alternative.”  I discussed 
this with a UDOT staffer that evening and my thought was if UDOT only fixed the 
outbound flow of traffic (from SR 224 to Interstate 80) that would be a welcome fix.  
However if the egress off of Interstate 80 was also “fixed”, then Alternative B was no fix 
at all and would only serve to move the traffic bottleneck up to the next choke point 
which would likely be Cutter Lane, Bear Hollow Dr, Old Ranch Road and then the 
entrance to the Canyons.  Thankfully due to cost and excessive complexity and the 
lack of a proportionate positive impact Alternative B appears to have not passed the 
most recent screening stages.  Thank you.  Any solution that allows more cars to exit 
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Interstate 80 onto SR 224 will only exacerbate the terrible traffic conditions on that 
road. 

During that discussion the display board depicting Alternative “A” caught my eye.  
After several minutes studying the diagram I managed to grab a passing UDOT staffer 
to discuss in greater detail.  This option was explained to me as a way to add 
additional egress and ingress for Interstate 80.  The concept of splitting the traffic 
flow appealed to me.  The idea that we were just creating another way for cars to 
access SR 224 in greater volume did not.  I asked the staffer what sort of volume they 
could move on Landmark Dr. to access SR 224, I was told that “we think we can get 
seven lanes through there.”  With all due respect to the engineers, that corridor is too 
narrow, too curvy and too hilly to put a significant volume of cars through there.  That 
is when a better idea first occurred to me. 

The owners of the Outlets Park City had an application to tear down a portion of the 
upper outlets to build a Harmon’s supermarket.  The application asked for a greater 
amount of square footage than what was allowed.  Ultimately the application was 
pulled after about a year.  But the willingness to redevelop the outlet mall made me 
think. If that property were vacant (whether historically or by demolition) wouldn’t 
that be the obvious location to create a second (split diamond like) connection to 
Interstate 80?  After all, it is the shortest distance between 80 and the vast amount of 
property owned by Dakota Pacific.  If only the parties involved were talking about a 
transportation solution as part of Dakota Pacific project.  Consider that we have 
UDOT doing an EIS on the Kimball Junction interchange which is broken, how could 
we possibly approve 750 units of housing there without a robust transportation 
solution?  That would be a mistake of epic proportions, one which the public would 
long remember. 

That event was nearly a year ago.  Fast forward to February of 2024 and Dakota 
Pacific and Summit County began talking (publicly) about a transportation solution 
that included a large parking capture lot in that area.  We now have alignment on what 
is likely to be the best solution for the Kimball Junction interchange.  This solution is 
what the county has labeled, Alternative “A+.”   

Alternative A+ would require a partnership between the Outlets Park City property 
owner, Dakota Pacific, Summit County and UDOT.  Four partners that mostly control 
their destiny.  By moving the split diamond to the west and accessing the Dakota 
Pacific property with a negotiated right of way through the outlet property, UDOT 
could provide the fastest, most direct and most convenient access to a large parking 
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capture lot to be incorporated into their project.  This new exit would serve only those 
properties (Outlets, Dakota Pacific) as well as a parking structure which would house a 
new bus terminal for High Valley Transit now, but also built with the ability to 
accommodate a faster, more reliable and more dense form of transportation in the 
future.  This new station would be where the High Valley Transit BRT originates from 
and it would provide an indoor station area as well as structured indoor parking with 
as many spaces as we can build (2000, 2500?). This would be in stark contrast to the 
outdoor boarding area with 36 spaces that currently exists.  If we want the investment 
in BRT to pay any kind of a dividend, we must have something like this or we risk an 
investment that won’t pay off. 

I believe most people in the greater Park City area believe we need to reduce the 
amount of cars on our roads while maintaining our robust tourism economy.  We can 
make visiting more convenient while also making the experience more enjoyable at the 
same time by reducing the cars on our roads.  Park City (city limits, 84060) 
accommodates approximately 45,000 car trips per day (30,000 on SR 224, and 
15,000 on SR 248.)   Those numbers will continue to grow.  What we have now is 
unsustainable.  Just think what it will be like ten years from now?  We must begin to 
evolve on transportation, and we must start now. 

Alternative A+ would reduce peak traffic in Kimball Junction by up to 2,000 cars (or 
more if we have more parking for transit/BRT service), it would begin the process of 
behavior shift that will be forced on us as we slowly become ensnarled in Los Angeles 
like traffic.  It will super charge the BRT and future transportation efforts which is 
specifically one of the criteria to consider with the EIS.  By removing cars from the 
road we will not have to expand our road infrastructure, but rather we can expand our 
biking and walking infrastructure.  The Dakota Pacific project would become one of 
the most coveted living places around if it is served by transit, not overrun by traffic 
and it is connected to the proposed mixed use development on the outlet property. By 
reducing the cars traveling down SR 224 our pedestrian connections would be safer 
and would see higher utilization. 

Will Alternative A+ cost a lot?  Yes, but not nearly as much as Alternative B, and 
probably even less relative to positive impact it would bring than plain old Alternative 
A (even in its “refined” version.)  Will this be hard to do?  Yes, what project hasn’t been 
hard?  The Gondola in LCC? The bypass in Heber?  The multi decade effort to “fix” SR 
248?  I would say, if we are going to do hard, let’s do the hard with the most POSITIVE 
impact. 
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But wait, what about the EIS?  Given that most of Alternative A+ would happen across 
a parking lot of an outlet center that is likely to be torn down, one could argue that 
this has even less negative environmental impact than Alternative A (“refined”) which 
removes no cars from the road and doesn’t create an incentive to get out of the car like 
A+ does.  A reasonable person could probably make the case that A+ would have 
qualified for a categorical exclusion. 

As someone who has researched the history of interactions between our community 
and UDOT I am acutely aware of the politics involved.  While many members of the 
community will complain about UDOT, I have no doubt that UDOT has its fair share 
of reservations regarding the political will to make difficult decisions here and the 
impact it has had on the working relationship between our local governments and 
UDOT.  All of these organizations are populated by good hard working people, with 
good intentions.  What I believe is lacking, is conviction. 

The purpose of these comment periods is an opportunity to express an opinion about 
what would be best for the community.  There are those that say we are not experts 
and we shouldn’t choose what the best option is.  I disagree (better!)  Fundamentally 
there are two questions here, one which we do have some level of expertise on and one 
which we have every right to opine on.  The first question is philosophical in nature - it 
asks what is the fundamental reasoning for the improvement and what is the outcome 
we are looking to achieve with this investment.  I would propose that it should be 
entirely about reducing the amount of cars on our roads while preserving the ability to 
move people around our region.  How we do that is more of an opinion.  I believe that 
a fix for the interchange that directs cars to a “regionally significant” parking structure 
serviced by BRT which we will end up investing more than $100mm in is the best way 
to achieve the philosophical goal of reducing the impact of vehicle traffic on our 
community.  And on the Kimball Junction interchange specifically. 

Alternative “A+” as depicted by the county is the clear, bold and impactful choice that 
will make a meaningful difference to both the traffic conditions as well as influence our 
behavior positively in the future. Please accept this comment as the most direct and 
specific answer that can be given.  I am not the only one that feels this way but I may 
be the only one to answer as specifically as I have done.  The community will support a 
solution like this.  This I hope is what you are looking for in an answer. 

In closing I will reiterate that these are my own personal comments.  The specificity 
should inform you as to my conviction in these thoughts and speak to the unlikely 
nature that they would change in any other forum in which I might make them.  To 
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paraphrase Alexander Hamilton, if you do not stand for something you will fall for 
anything.  I stand for Alternative A+ as depicted by Summit County in this document 
which I have linked. 

https://parkcityut.portal.civicclerk.com/event/2308/files/attachment/2967 

If we do not act boldly we risk this scenario: 

https://www.outsideonline.com/adventure-travel/essays/i-70-traffic/ 

https://www.cpr.org/2020/02/14/youve-been-getting-up-earlier-to-beat-colorados-
hellacious-ski-traffic-huh-so-has-everyone-else/ 

https://www.sfchronicle.com/tahoe/article/skiers-epic-ikon-flights-18696481.php 

Sincerely yours, 

Bill Ciraco
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Summit County is requesting UDOT
add the Kimball Junction Interchange
to their Statewide Improvement
Program (STIP) with sufficient time for
design and construction prior to the
2034 Olympic games.

Kimball Junction 
Interchange

Current Conditions
Traffic congestion 
Safety queuing on I-80
Disconnected neighborhoods  
Insufficient walkability  

Benefits
Less queuing on I-80 which means
saved lives . 
Connecting both sides of SR-224 which
means one connected neighborhood
and more livable communities. 
A successful 2034 Olympics when the
eyes of the world are upon Utah . 
Faster access to resorts which means
more economic development and
tourism . 
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Alternative A (Split
Diamond) | Cost: $108M

Solution: Split Diamond
Interchange routes local traffic off
I-80 earlier ; Pedestrian Underpass
of SR-224 . Concerns: Pedestrian
hostile ; slower SR-224 travel
speeds; disconnects
neighborhoods .

Alternative B (Fly Under) |
Cost: $201M

Solution: Fly-under enables
regional traffic to bypass the two
signals ; best travel time.  Concerns:
Environmental ; cost; construction
duration . 

Alternative C (Traditional
Widening) | Cost: $41M

Solution: Widen SR-224 and
remove pedestrian cross signal
times ; reduces queuing on I-80.
Concerns: Pedestrian safety
crossing SR-224; slower travel
speeds ; further disconnects
neighborhoods . Recs: Revise with
enhance footbridge to connect
neighborhoods ; park and ride .

Alternative A+C (Split
Diamond + Local
Improvements) | Cost: $TBD

Solution: Split Diamond
Interchange routes local traffic off
I-80 earlier ; Pedestrian Underpass
of SR-224 . Concerns: Pedestrian
hostile. Recs: Replace pedestrian
underpass with enhanced
footbridge; use Landmark ROW for
bike/ped infrastructure & road
buffer.

Alternative A+ | Cost: $TBD 
Solutions: Split Diamond
Interchange routes traffic to park
and ride ; Pedestrian Underpass 
ofSR-224 . Concerns: Requires
Outlets/Dakota Pacificpartnership; 
revisit EIS phases;possibly 
pedestrian hostile ;grading and 
gasline barriers. 

Alternative B+ (Fly Under) |
Cost: $TBD

Solutions: Fly-under enables
regional traffic to bypass the two
signals ; mid-block signalized
pedestrian crossing of SR-224 .  
Concerns: Increasing traffic at
Olympic intersection . Recs:
Reduce footprint at Ute to
maintain deck cover park ; park and
ride.
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Discussion Questions
Do these alternatives best accomplish our goals? Is this the right 

strategy?

How do we work with UDOT towards a solution that benefits local 
and regional goals? 

How do we leverage this group to expedite this project on the 
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)?

Joint Council Request 
Write letter of support to UDOT requesting inclusion in the STIP 

with construction starting by 2029
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Frequently Asked Questions Regarding the 

Draft Screening Results
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 1 

Kimball Junction EIS Alternatives Screening Report FAQ  
 
The following comment and question themes were frequently submitted to the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT) during the February 26, 2024, to March 27, 2024, public comment period for the 
Draft Alternatives Development and Screening Results Report for the Kimball Junction Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS). 
 

Traffic Analysis 
1. Will the alternatives induce traffic demand? 

○ The purpose of the project is not to increase traffic but to address existing and future 
traffic growth through 2050 as the population increases. The project team uses a 
regional travel demand model to predict future traffic growth and account for potential 
shifting traffic volumes for each alternative. 

○ A travel demand model is a computer model that predicts the number of transportation 
trips (travel demand) in an area at a given time. This prediction is based on the area's 
expected population, employment, household, and land use conditions. 

2. Has the traffic impact from the proposed Dakota Pacific project been included in the 
analysis? 

○ Yes. The traffic forecasts consider the area’s expected population, employment, 
household, and land use conditions (such as new development). The EIS assumes 
population increase and development expected by 2050, including major regional 
developments such as the Dakota Pacific development and Canyons Village. The study 
alternatives were screened to determine whether they could accommodate the 
increased traffic from the projected growth. 

○ The Summit County Council, not UDOT, is the governing body coordinating with Dakota 
Pacific on development plans in the Kimball Junction area. 

3. How has UDOT balanced the different needs of local traffic and tourism/ski traffic in the 
area? 

○ The alternatives screening criteria (measures used to determine whether an alternative 
will be carried forward to the Draft EIS) include vehicle through-travel times on SR-224. 
In other words, we evaluated the time it takes for a vehicle or traveler to move through 
Kimball Junction on SR-224. This reflects the travel patterns of most tourism and ski 
trips, commuter trips, and school trips into Park City. Screening criteria also include 
delay for travelers making a local trip to or within Kimball Junction. This is measured by 
the overall intersection level of service (LOS), which evaluates the average delay of 
vehicles traveling through the intersection. 

○ The transit travel time and pedestrian- and bicyclist-oriented screening criteria reflect the 
needs of both groups. For pedestrians and bicyclists, this was measured by the walking 
travel time and level of traffic stress (LTS). Level of traffic stress is the degree of comfort, 
safety, and convenience experienced by these users, and it considers factors such as 
sidewalk width, traffic speed and volume, intersection design, crossing opportunities, 
and the presence of amenities such as lighting and benches. 
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Pedestrian and Cyclist Safety and Mobility 
4. How will cyclist and pedestrian safety be accounted for in these alternatives? 

○ Part of the project’s purpose is to improve pedestrian and cyclist mobility (the ability of 
people or goods to move freely and efficiently from one place to another within a 
transportation system or network). For this reason, pedestrian and bicyclist comfort was 
included in the alternatives screening criteria, as measured by level of traffic stress 
(LTS). 

■ The LTS methodology assigns a numeric value to streets and trails based on 
attributes such as traffic speed, traffic volume, number of lanes, ease of 
intersection crossings, presence of bikeway facilities, turn lane configurations, 
and other attributes. 

■ A lower LTS number indicates a more pleasant and safer pedestrian and cyclist 
environment, while a higher number suggests a less comfortable and more 
hazardous experience for pedestrians and cyclists. 

○ In response to comments received on the Draft Alternatives Development and Screening 
Results Report, UDOT has now included bicycle lanes on SR-224 as part of 
Alternatives A and C. 

○ Depending on the alternative selected, cyclists and pedestrians will be able to use 
grade-separated crossings or crosswalks to travel across SR-224. 

Screening Criteria 
5. Are all alternatives screening criteria weighted equally? 

○ Yes. No single screening criterion is more important than another, and an alternative 
needs to pass each criterion at Level 3 and Level 4 screening to be considered for 
detailed evaluation in the Draft EIS. The 2050 No-Action measurement (what traffic 
would be like if UDOT didn’t build the project) is used as the basis for the analysis, 
meaning that the resulting measure for each alternative needs to be better than the 
conditions in 2050 with the No-Action alternative. 

○ Level 3 screening criteria eliminated alternatives that do not meet the purpose of the 
project. These criteria are based on personal vehicle and transit travel times, vehicle 
queue lengths, and pedestrian and bicycle mobility and accessibility. In Level 3 
screening, criteria used to evaluate vehicle traffic performance are equally as important 
as criteria used for active transportation (human-powered means of travel like walking, 
cycling, or using a wheelchair). 

○ Level 4 screening criteria eliminated alternatives that meet the purpose of the project but 
would have unreasonable impacts to the natural and human environment (such as 
business and property impacts), would not meet regulatory requirements, or could be 
replaced by a less costly concept with similar impacts. Federally regulated resources 
often drive alternatives analysis since one of the primary purposes of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is to identify ways in which the environmental effects 
of a project can be avoided or minimized. Examples of federally regulated resources 
include waters of the U.S. (bodies of water that fall under federal jurisdiction under the 
Clean Water Act), threatened and endangered species, and Section 4(f) resources 
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(specifically, publicly owned parks, recreation areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and 
public or private historical sites). 

Alternatives A, B, and C 
6. Why was Alternative B eliminated from consideration? 

○ Even with the various refinements to Alternative B, it does not meet the project’s 
purpose (it failed Level 3 screening for pedestrian and bicyclist mobility and comfort), 
would have the most waters of the U.S. impacts (bodies of water that fall under federal 
jurisdiction under the Clean Water Act), the most relocations, and the highest cost. 
Therefore, it was not advanced for further evaluation in the Draft EIS. 

7. Alternative A would increase traffic on Landmark Drive; how will residents in the area be 
affected by the surge in vehicles? 

○ Summit County is responsible for deciding the cross section and implementing a design 
for the widened roadway on Landmark Drive. A widened Landmark Drive is included as 
part of the 2050 No-Action Alternative since it’s shown as a Phase 1 project in the 
County’s long-range transportation plan (LRTP). 

○ Alternative A would shift traffic volumes in the study area. During the 2050 PM peak hour 
(4 p.m. to 5 p.m.), traffic volumes on SR-224 between I-80 and Ute Boulevard would 
decrease by 1,020 vehicles (about 20%), and traffic volumes on Landmark Drive just 
north of Ute Boulevard would increase by 510 vehicles (about 30%) compared to the 
2050 No-Action Alternative. No impacts to Kilby Road are expected. 

○ The planned widening of Landmark Drive by Summit County will accommodate the 
expected traffic volumes. Converting the Landmark Drive/Ute Boulevard roundabout to a 
signalized intersection, as identified for Alternative A, would result in an acceptable level 
of service for the intersection. 

■ Landmark Drive is assumed to be widened to four lanes from north of Ute 
Boulevard to the roundabout at Outlets Park City as part of the No-Action 
Alternative, according to the Summit County LRTP (2022). 

■ The proposed Landmark Drive/Ute Boulevard traffic signal would operate at level 
of service (LOS) of D or better. LOS D means that congestion is present but 
manageable, with traffic flow experiencing significant delays only infrequently. 
Signals are often the capacity constraint on a road, and UDOT expects that 
Summit County’s planned widening of Landmark Drive will allow the road to 
operate adequately with traffic shifting from SR-224 to Landmark Drive. 

8. How do the one-way frontage roads in Alternative A and Alternative B work? 

○ The Alternative A frontage roads would allow a driver to access either Landmark Drive or 
SR-224 from a single I-80 off-ramp. Likewise, they would allow a driver to access an I-80 
on-ramp from either Landmark Drive or SR-224. The proposed one-way frontage roads 
would use part of the existing on/off-ramp alignments on the west side of the single-point 
urban interchange (SPUI), but the roadway elevation would be raised to tie into the new 
bridge at Landmark Drive. A SPUI is a type of interchange in which the streams of traffic 
making left turns don’t cross, and all traffic passes through a single traffic signal system 
in the center of the intersection. 
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○ The Alternative B frontage roads parallel the depressed portion of SR-224 (they don’t 
parallel I-80) and would allow drivers to access Ute Boulevard and Olympic 
Parkway/Newpark Drive. 

9. In Alternative A, were roundabout designs on SR-224 considered? 

○ Yes, roundabouts were considered but dismissed as not viable once the traffic analysis 
indicated that three circulating lanes would be needed. A “circulating lane” is a lane 
within a roundabout. Vehicles in the circulating lane have the right-of-way over vehicles 
entering the roundabout. The circulating lane allows for continuous movement of traffic, 
thereby reducing the likelihood of collisions. 

○ A roundabout with three or more circulating lanes has a large footprint, is complex for 
drivers to navigate, is challenging for pedestrians to cross, and is not widely used in the 
United States. 

10. Why is the existing Ute Boulevard/Landmark Drive roundabout removed with 
Alternative A? 

○ The Ute Boulevard/Landmark Drive roundabout is removed with Alternative A because 
the increased traffic volume on Landmark Drive would cause the roundabout to fail (that 
is, operate at LOS F). A traffic signal is needed to achieve a better level of service (how 
well a road or intersection is functioning based on traffic flow and congestion). 

11. How do the alternatives address the southbound left-turn lane from SR-224 onto Ute 
Boulevard to get to the east side of the Kimball Junction area? This turn causes traffic to 
back up at this location. 

○ Dual left turns at Ute Boulevard are a part of the proposed alternatives and would allow 
the intersections at Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway to move vehicles more 
efficiently. 

Alternatives – Other 
12. Can UDOT combine alternative options—for example, combine elements of 

Alternatives A and C? 

○ Yes. Alternative A has been revised to include the additional lanes on SR-224 that are 
part of Alternative C, and this new version of Alternative A will be carried forward for 
detailed evaluation in the Draft EIS in place of the refined Alternative A presented in the 
draft screening report. 

13. Why isn’t a bypass route behind the Powderwood and Crestview condominiums being 
considered? 

○ During the Area Plan, UDOT considered a bypass road through the southwest quadrant 
of the I-80/SR-224 interchange around the southwest edges of the Kimball Junction 
development that would connect to I-80 with a new interchange about 1 mile west of the 
current SR-224 interchange. 

○ Level 2 travel demand modeling in the Area Plan showed that the bypass alternative 
would not alleviate existing or future traffic problems in the study area. Even with a 
bypass, vehicles would likely back onto the I-80 mainline, travel time through Kimball 
Junction would not improve sufficiently, and vehicle mobility would remain at LOS F, all 
of which would fail to meet the project's goals. 
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○ The bypass alternative also lacked community support; it received the lowest rating 
among the alternatives in a public survey completed during the Area Plan. 

14. Why can’t we have a flyover and a business exit? Let those heading straight to the Park 
City resorts avoid Kimball Junction altogether. 

○ During the Area Plan process and preliminary evaluations for the EIS, UDOT evaluated 
various flyover concepts. All of the flyover concepts failed screening due to feasibility, 
steep existing terrain at Kimball Junction, and tight spacing between intersections. 

15. Why aren’t more public transit options being considered? 

○ Standalone transit alternatives wouldn’t meet the purpose of the project because they 
wouldn’t address the capacity, mobility, safety, and operational needs of the roads in the 
Kimball Junction area. 

○ High Valley Transit completed an environmental study for the SR-224 Bus Rapid Transit 
(BRT) project in 2023. Information regarding the BRT project is available on High Valley 
Transit’s website: https://www.highvalleytransit.org/sr224-bus-rapid-transit. 

Community and Social Impacts 
16. How will the alternatives impact businesses and residents? 

○ The Draft EIS will evaluate the expected effects of the alternatives on a variety of 
community-related resources including neighborhood cohesion, safety, traffic, recreation 
resources, and public services and facilities, as well as potential property and economic 
impacts. 

17. How does UDOT plan to mitigate potential noise effects for residents in the area? 

○ The Draft EIS will analyze the expected noise impacts in the project area using UDOT's 
Noise Abatement Policy. The Draft EIS will also evaluate the potential need for noise 
mitigation measures. 

18. How will these alternatives impact business accessibility in the area? 

○ The Draft EIS will assess the project’s expected economic effects on destination 
businesses (those that people visit regardless of location) and convenience businesses 
(those that generate business from people traveling past them), including direct impacts 
such as changes to access or parking. 

Wildlife 
19. How has UDOT focused on reducing the potential for wildlife-vehicle collisions and 

preserving wildlife habitat with the proposed alternatives? 

○ Wildlife impacts will be further evaluated in the resource impacts analysis for the 
Draft EIS. 

○ UDOT has taken measures to reduce impacts to wildlife in the Kimball Junction area. In 
2022, UDOT reduced the speed limit from 55 miles per hour (mph) to 45 mph on SR‑224 
to help reduce the number of vehicle-wildlife collisions, and UDOT recently installed 
wildlife fences on both the eastbound and westbound sides of I‑80 up to the west side of 
Kimball Junction. A project is currently underway and partially constructed to install more 

https://www.highvalleytransit.org/sr224-bus-rapid-transit
https://www.udot.utah.gov/connect/public/noise-walls/
https://www.udot.utah.gov/connect/public/noise-walls/
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wildlife fences on both the eastbound and westbound sides of I‑80 between mileposts 
144.5 and 145.75, which will result in the entire Kimball Junction EIS study area along 
I‑80 being fenced. 

Project Funding 
 

20. Will UDOT be including this project in the Statewide Transportation Improvement 
Program (STIP)? 

○ For a project to be included in the STIP, funding needs to be identified for that project. At 
this time, the project is unfunded. If an action alternative is selected and approved after 
the study process, the Utah Transportation Commission could incorporate that project 
into its prioritization process for future funding considerations. 
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1.0 Purpose 
This report documents the traffic analysis conducted for the three action alternatives that were 
considered for the Kimball Junction Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

2.0 Roadway Traffic Volumes 
The Summit County/Wasatch County travel demand model (v1 - 2020-09-14; referred to as the 
Summit County model in this report) was used to generate traffic forecasts for the 2050 No-Action 
Alternative and all three action alternatives for use in the VISSIM traffic simulation model. The 
Summit County/Wasatch County model is a traditional four-step travel demand model consisting of 
trip generation, trip distribution, modal split, and trip assignment. The development and refinement of 
the Summit County/Wasatch County model for this study are documented in the Kimball Junction 
EIS Existing and 2050 No-Action Mobility Memo (Exhibit A). 

The analysis of existing traffic volumes provides insight into the general traffic patterns for the area. 
Both access traffic and through traffic contribute to the area’s traffic demand. Subtracting the traffic 
volume turning into Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway from the total volume approaching Kimball 
Junction on State Route (SR) 224 gives an estimate of the amount of traffic accessing Kimball 
Junction land uses versus traveling through. Table 1 shows the existing turning volumes subtracted 
from the approach volumes for both directions of travel during both peak hours. For this project, the 
AM peak hour is from 8:00 AM to 9:00 AM, and the PM peak hour is from 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM.  

Table 1. Existing Access Traffic Volumes versus Traffic Through Volumes 

Peak 
Hour 

Southbound (SB) Northbound (NB) 

Volume 
Vehicles per 
hour (vph) 

Percentage 
of Approach 

Volume Volume 
Vehicles per 
hour (vph) 

Percentage 
of Approach 

Volume 

AM 

Total approach 
volume SB from I-80 2,320 100% Total approach volume 

NB from SR-224 1,125 100% 

Turning into Ute or 
Olympic 690 30% Turning into Ute or 

Olympic 465 41% 

Remainder (through) 1,630 70% Remainder (through) 660 59% 

PM 

Total approach 
volume SB from I-80 1,545 100% Total approach volume 

NB from SR-224 2,150 100% 

Turning into Ute or 
Olympic 860 56% Turning into Ute or 

Olympic 865 40% 

Remainder (through) 685 44% Remainder (through) 1,285 60% 
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3.0 Alternatives for Level 3 Screening 
Between the Area Plan and Level 3 screening, UDOT made design refinements to the three Kimball 
Junction action alternatives as described in the Draft Alternatives Development and Screening 
Results Report (draft screening report). Additional design improvements were made between the 
draft and final versions of this traffic report as described below: 

• Alternative A. The existing single-point urban interchange (SPUI) would be converted to a 
half-diamond interchange at Kimball Junction and a tight diamond interchange about 1 mile 
west of the current I-80/SR-224 interchange with one-way frontage roads for through 
movements in addition to intersection improvements along SR-224. The new interchange 
with the one-way frontage roads would provide new access points into the Kimball Junction 
development on the south side of I-80 and also provide “back-door” access to the transit 
center in Kimball Junction. The alternative would include a grade-separated pedestrian 
crossing at Ute Boulevard. Since the draft version of this report, the improvements on 
SR-224 were updated to match the lane configuration of Alternative C, and buffered bicycle 
lanes were also added on SR-224. These additional elements were evaluated in this final 
traffic report. 

• Alternative B consists of grade-separated intersections with at-grade, one-way frontage 
roads on the east and west sides of SR-224 connected to the I-80 interchange and the two 
signalized intersections at Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway. The grade separation would 
start south of the Olympic Parkway intersection and end at grade level just before the 
interchange at Kimball Junction. 

• Alternative C would incorporate intersection improvements to the existing intersections in 
the study area. The alternative would include a grade-separated pedestrian crossing at Ute 
Boulevard. Since the draft version of this report, buffered bicycle lanes on SR-224 were 
added to this alternative and evaluated in this final traffic report. 

4.0 Mobility Analysis 
With refined traffic volume forecasts from the regional travel demand model, weekday AM and PM 
peak-hour traffic volumes have been developed for 2050 at key intersections for each action 
alternative. The traffic volumes were developed using 2021 and 2022 weekday AM and PM peak-
hour traffic volumes and the traffic volume changes between the baseline (2019) and 2050 travel 
demand model results for each respective alternative. This methodology is consistent with how AM 
and PM peak-hour traffic volumes were developed for the 2050 No-Action Alternative. 

Figure 1 through Figure 5 illustrate traffic volumes for the existing conditions, the 2050 No-Action 
Alternative, and the three action alternatives presented above on key roads. Travel demand model 
results show that the new roads and connections with Alternative A and Alternative B produce a shift 
in traffic volumes. With Alternative A, traffic volumes show the effect of the new “back-door” access 
into Kimball Junction. There would be a reduction of traffic volume on SR-224 between I-80 and 
Olympic Parkway and an increase on Landmark Drive connecting to the new tight diamond 
interchange. Specifically, during the PM peak hour, traffic volumes on SR-224 between I-80 and Ute 
Boulevard are projected to decrease by 1,020 vehicles (about 20%), and the traffic volumes on 
Landmark Drive just north of Ute Boulevard are projected to increase by 510 vehicles (about 30%). 
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According to Summit County’s long-range transportation plan (2022), Landmark Drive is assumed to 
be widened to four lanes from north of Ute Boulevard to the roundabout at Outlets Park City as part 
of the No-Action conditions. 

Figure 1. Existing Weekday AM and PM Peak-hour Traffic Volumes 
AM Peak-hour Traffic Volume PM Peak-hour Traffic Volume 

  

Figure 2. 2050 No-Action Weekday AM and PM Peak-hour Traffic Volumes 
AM Peak-hour Traffic Volume PM Peak-hour Traffic Volume 
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Figure 3. Alternative A (2050) Weekday AM and PM Peak-hour Traffic Volumes 
AM Peak-hour Traffic Volume PM Peak-hour Traffic Volume 

  

Figure 4. Alternative B (2050) Weekday AM and PM Peak-hour Traffic Volumes 
AM Peak-hour Traffic Volume PM Peak-hour Traffic Volume 

  



 

August 20, 2024 | 5 

Figure 5. Alternative C (2050) Weekday AM and PM Peak-hour Traffic Volumes 
AM Peak-hour Traffic Volume PM Peak-hour Traffic Volume 

  

Table 2 summarizes the projected change in daily traffic volumes on Landmark Drive. Similar to the 
PM peak hour, daily traffic volumes on Landmark Drive would increase by about 30% with 
Alternative A, while daily traffic volumes on SR-224 would decrease by about 20% compared to the 
2050 No-Action Alternative. 

For Alternative B, the grade separation would result in SR-224 traffic volumes splitting between the 
grade-separated segment of SR-224 and the at-grade frontage roads between Ute Boulevard and 
Olympic Parkway. Many drivers would use the grade-separated segment of SR-224 to travel 
between I-80 and the area south of the Olympic Parkway and thus avoid the signalized intersections. 
With this alternative, traffic heading to I-80 eastbound or to Rasmussen Road must use the frontage 
road since the northbound grade-separated segment of SR-224 provides access to the westbound 
I-80 on-ramp only. 

Finally, Alternative C would result in a small change in the traffic volume due to the capacity 
increases on SR-224. That change would be smaller than that with Alternatives A and B. 
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Table 1. Comparison of Daily Traffic Volumes on Landmark Drive and SR-224  

Alternative 

Landmark Drive north of  
Ute Boulevard 

SR-224 between I-80 and 
Ute Boulevard 

Daily Volume 
(vehicles per day) 

% Change from 
No-Action 

Daily Volume 
(vehicles per day) 

% Change from 
No-Action 

Existing conditions 13,000 — 39,000 — 
2050 No-Action 17,000 — 52,000 — 
Alternative Aa 22,000 +30% 41,000 –20% 
a Alternative A includes the additional vehicle and bicycle lanes on SR-224 that have been added since the 

draft screening report. 

4.1 Performance Measures 
UDOT used the mobility criteria for Level 3 alternatives screening to analyze all three action 
alternatives. Measures requiring traffic simulation results were analyzed using the VISSIM v2022 
microsimulation traffic model. The mobility measures are: 

1. Percent served 
2. Intersection level of service (LOS) 
3. Arterial LOS and vehicles travel time 
4. Bus rapid transit travel time 
5. Vehicle queue length 
6. Pedestrian walk time 
7. Level of traffic stress (LTS) 

4.1.1 Percent Served 
Percent served is a comparison of the traffic volume input to the output in VISSIM model. This 
comparison helps confirm that the proposed input volumes are reaching their coded destination and 
helps flag congestion bottlenecks in the model. A percent served of at least 95% (based on UDOT 
guidelines) indicates that the VISSIM model is adequately serving the input demand. A percent 
served less than 95% indicates potential congestion and that other traffic performance metrics in the 
model might be underrepresented. 

4.1.2 Intersection LOS 
Intersection LOS is the measure of the overall operating conditions of an intersection. As defined by 
the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), it is described on an A-through-F scale; LOS A indicates 
conditions with minimal delay, and LOS F indicates intersection failure. UDOT seeks to achieve 
LOS D or better in most settings. The node data were collected from the VISSIM model in 15-minute 
increments to determine the average vehicle delay at each intersection during the peak hour of each 
model. The peak hour of the AM model was 8:00 AM to 9:00 AM, and the peak hour of the PM 
model was 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM. Using the average vehicle delay, the LOS was determined from the 
HCM thresholds for unsignalized and signal-controlled intersections. Table 3 shows the HCM 
intersection LOS thresholds. 
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Table 2. Intersection LOS Thresholds 

LOS  
Unsignalized Intersection 
Average Delay (sec/veh)a 

Signalized Intersection 
Average Delay (sec/veh) 

LOS A 0–10 0–10 
LOS B 10–15 10–20 
LOS C 15–25 20–35 
LOS D 25–35 35–55 
LOS E 35–50 55–80 
LOS F >50 >80 

Source: HCM 7th Edition 
Definitions: LOS = level of service; sec/veh = seconds per vehicle 
a Reported for the worst stop or yield-controlled approach 

4.1.3 Arterial LOS And Travel Time 
Similar to intersection LOS, arterial LOS is based on an A-through-F scale with thresholds according 
to the average speed of vehicles compared to the segment’s free-flow speed or the posted speed 
limit. Using segment travel time and average speeds from VISSIM, arterial LOS was calculated 
using HCM criteria. Arterial LOS was evaluated for the following segments according to the HCM 
thresholds summarized in Table 4: 

1. Southbound SR-224 from I-80 interchange to Ute Boulevard 
2. Southbound SR-224 from Ute Boulevard to Olympic Parkway 
3. Southbound SR-224 from Olympic Parkway to Bear Cub Drive 
4. Northbound SR-224 from Bear Cub Drive to Olympic Parkway 
5. Northbound SR-224 from Olympic Parkway to Ute Boulevard 
6. Northbound SR-224 form Ute Boulevard to I-80 interchange 

Travel time data were gathered in the project area for two routes that reflect major traffic issues 
during the AM and PM peak periods. The first travel time route is from the eastbound I-80 off-ramp 
gore to southbound SR-224 about 4,500 feet south of Olympic Parkway. This route captures the 
congestion experienced during AM peak periods when vehicles exit I-80 and travel south on SR-224 
toward ski resorts and employment destinations in Park City. The second travel time route begins on 
northbound SR-224 about 4,500 feet south of Olympic Parkway and continues north to the 
westbound I-80 on-ramp. This route captures the reverse traffic pattern in the afternoon when 
vehicles travel north from ski resorts and other destinations toward I-80. Travel times for 
Alternative B reflect travel on the grade-separated segments of SR-224.  
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Table 3. Arterial LOS Thresholds 

LOS  

Base Free-flow Speed or Speed Limit 

25 mph 30 mph 35 mph 40 mph 45 mph 50 mph 55 mph 
LOS A >20 >24 >28 >32 >36 >40 >44 
LOS B >17 >20 >23 >27 >30 >34 >37 
LOS C >13 >15 >18 >20 >23 >25 >28 
LOS D >10 >12 >14 >16 >18 >20 >22 
LOS E >8 >9 >11 >12 >14 >15 >17 
LOS F <8 <9 <11 <12 <14 <15 <17 

Source: HCM 7th Edition 
Definitions: LOS = level of service; mph = miles per hour 

4.1.4 Bus Rapid Transit Travel Time 
High Valley Transit’s service plays an important role in moving people to and through the Kimball 
Junction area. The SR-224 bus rapid transit (BRT) service is planned to be implemented within the 
next 5 years. To evaluate the BRT performance, additional travel time segments were added to the 
VISSIM models to collect the BRT travel time. 

4.1.5 Vehicle Queue Length 
Vehicle queuing was measured using queue counter data collected from the VISSIM simulation 
model for the following movements that could result in vehicles backing up onto the I-80 mainline: 

• Eastbound I-80 off-ramp during the AM and PM peak hours 
• Westbound I-80 off-ramp during the AM and PM peak hours 

The vehicle queue data for the AM and PM peak hours were calculated for the 95th-percentile queue 
lengths. The 95th-percentile queue lengths represent the vehicle queue length that has a 5% 
probability of being exceeded during the peak hour. 

4.1.6 Pedestrian Walk Time 
The pedestrian walk times were calculated for four origin/destination pairs in the Kimball Junction 
area (Figure 6). The origin/destination pairs were selected to test travel times across major roads 
(SR-224, Ute Boulevard, and Olympic Parkway) and between significant destinations (grocery 
stores, the Kimball Junction Transit Center, and residential areas). All four origin/destination pairs 
straddle SR-224. Two are located near Ute Boulevard and the other two near Olympic Parkway. 
Walk times consider distance, grades, and traffic signal delay for pedestrian crossings at signalized 
intersections. The four origin/destination pairs are: 

1. Between the Whole Foods Market grocery store and the Newpark residential units 
2. Between the Kimball Junction Transit Center and Smith’s grocery store 
3. Between the Skullcandy offices and Chase Bank 
4. Between the Skullcandy offices and the Redstone residential units 
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Figure 6. Pedestrian Walk Time 
Origin/Destination Pairs 

 

4.1.7 Level of Traffic Stress 
LTS is a system of measurement that quantifies the amount of discomfort that people feel when they 
cycle or walk near vehicles. This metric is used to identify pedestrian and bicycle user comfort based 
on street characteristics such as number of lanes, traffic volume, traffic speed, and ease of 
intersection crossing. LTS is a 1-to-4 rating with LTS 1 representing the least stress and LTS 4 
representing the most stress. 

The LTS was measured on road segments and at intersections. For road segments, LTS was 
evaluated separately for cyclists and pedestrians. In the Kimball Junction area, there are numerous 
separated paved trails. Trails with enough separation from roads to function as a separate facility are 
categorized as LTS 1 in this analysis. 

Intersection LTS (Cyclists and Pedestrians) 
Three main criteria were used to identify the intersection LTS for cyclists and pedestrians: 

• Intersection control 
• Number of lanes to cross including turn lanes 
• Posted speed 

Table 5 illustrates the metrics used to identify LTS at the intersections in Kimball Junction. The 
Kimball Junction Project integrates an adapted version of the bicycle and pedestrian LTS, as 
described in Peter Furth’s 2017 update to his original 2012 LTS methodology, which was published 
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by the Mineta Transportation Institute. This methodology incorporates engineering judgment and 
aligns with national best practices. 

Table 4. Metrics for Intersection LTS (Cyclists and Pedestrians)  

Intersection Control 

Number of Lanes  
to Cross 

(includes turn lanes) 

Posted Speed 

25 mph or less 30 mph 35 mph 40+ mph 

Minor approach stop 
signs/uncontrolled 

1–2 lanes LTS 1 LTS 1 LTS 2 LTS 3 
3–4 lanes LTS 2 LTS 2 LTS 3 LTS 4 
5+ LTS 2 LTS 3 LTS 4 LTS 4 

Rectangular rapid  
flashing beacon 

1–2 lanes LTS 1 LTS 1 LTS 2 LTS 3 
3–4 LTS 2 LTS 2 LTS 2 LTS 3 
5 LTS 2 LTS 3 LTS 4 LTS 4 

Signal/HAWK/functional 
priority/roundabout 

1–2 lanes LTS 1 LTS 1 LTS 1 LTS 1 
3–5 lanes LTS 2 LTS 2 LTS 2 LTS 2 
6+ LTS 3 LTS 3 LTS 3 LTS 3 

Dedicated bicycle  
signal phase 

1–2 lanes LTS 1 LTS 1 LTS 1 LTS 1 
3–5 lanes LTS 2 LTS 2 LTS 2 LTS 2 
6+ lanes LTS 2 LTS 2 LTS 2 LTS 2 

Definitions: LTS = level of traffic stress; mph = miles per hour  

Bicycle LTS 
Bicycle level of traffic stress (BLTS) is a planning tool used to evaluate the level comfort cyclists feel 
when using a road segment based on the following factors: 

• Presence of a dedicated bicycle facility 
• Posted speed 
• Daily traffic volume 
• Number of lanes 

Table 6 and Table 7 illustrate metrics used to identify the BLTS based on the availability of a 
dedicated bicycle facility with a BLTS score from 1 to 4 for each road segment. Note that the BLTS 
thresholds for traffic volume are low. Most Kimball Junction roads have existing and future traffic 
volumes above the highest threshold.  
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Table 5. Metrics for BLTS in Roads with Mixed Traffic and No Bicycle Facilities 

Number of  
Auto Lanes 

Average Daily 
Traffic (ADT) 

Posted Speed 

20 mph 25 mph 30 mph 35 mph 40+ mph 45 mph 50+ mph 

1–3 lanes 
(with centerline) 

0–750 BLTS 1 BLTS 1 BLTS 2 BLTS 2 BLTS 3 BLTS 4 BLTS 4 
751–1,500 BLTS 2 BLTS 2 BLTS 2 BLTS 3 BLTS 3 BLTS 4 BLTS 4 
1,501–3,000 BLTS 2 BLTS 3 BLTS 3 BLTS 3 BLTS 4 BLTS 4 BLTS 4 
3,000+ BLTS 3 BLTS 3 BLTS 3 BLTS 3 BLTS 4 BLTS 4 BLTS 4 

4–5 
0–8,000 BLTS 3 BLTS 3 BLTS 3 BLTS 3 BLTS 4 BLTS 4 BLTS 4 
8,000+ BLTS 3 BLTS 3 BLTS 4 BLTS 4 BLTS 4 BLTS 4 BLTS 4 

6+ Any BLTS 3 BLTS 4 BLTS 4 BLTS 4 BLTS 4 BLTS 4 BLTS 4 
Methodology adapted from Peter Furth’s 2017 LTS methodology update. 
Definitions: BLTS = bicycle level of traffic stress; mph = miles per hour 
 

Table 6. Metrics for BLTS in Roads with a Buffered Bicycle Facility 

Number of Auto 
Lanes 

Bicycle Facility 
Reach  

(width + buffer) 

Posted Speed 

< 25 mph  30 mph 35 mph 40 mph 45 mph 50+ mph 

2–3 
6+ feet BLTS 1 BLTS 1 BLTS 2 BLTS 3 BLTS 3 BLTS 3 
4 or 5 feet  BLTS 2 BLTS 2 BLTS 2 BLTS 3 BLTS 4 BLTS 4 

4–5 
6+ feet BLTS 2 BLTS 2 BLTS 2 BLTS 3 BLTS 3 BLTS 4 
4 or 5 feet  BLTS 2 BLTS 2 BLTS 2 BLTS 3 BLTS 4 BLTS 4 

6+ Any width  BLTS 3 BLTS 3 BLTS 3 BLTS 4 BLTS 4 BLTS 4 
Methodology adapted from Peter Furth’s 2017 LTS methodology update. 
Definitions: BLTS = bicycle level of traffic stress; mph = miles per hour 

Pedestrian LTS 
The following three main criteria are used to measure pedestrian level of traffic stress (PLTS): 

• Sidewalk presence 
• Number of travel lanes 
• Posted speed 

Table 8 illustrates the metrics used to identify the PLTS on Kimball Junction roads. Traffic volumes 
might also be a factor in PLTS, but, as with BLTS, the thresholds are low. Most Kimball Junction 
roads have existing and future traffic volumes above the highest threshold. Additionally, traffic 
volume data were not available for the smallest roads. Thus, traffic volume was not considered a 
factor.  
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Table 7. Metrics for PLTS 

Sidewalk  
Presence  

Number of 
Travel Lanes 

Posted Speed 

20 mph 25 mph 30 mph 35 mph 40+ mph 

Complete both sides 
2 lanes PLTS 1 PLTS 1 PLTS 1 PLTS 1 PLTS 2 
3+ lanes PLTS 1 PLTS 1 PLTS 1 PLTS 1 PLTS 2 

Complete one side 
2 lanes PLTS 2 PLTS 2 PLTS 2 PLTS 2 PLTS 3 
3+ lanes PLTS 2 PLTS 2 PLTS 3 PLTS 3 PLTS 4 

Incomplete both sides 
2 lanes PLTS 2 PLTS 2 PLTS 3 PLTS 3 PLTS 4 
3+ lanes PLTS 2 PLTS 2 PLTS 4 PLTS 4 PLTS 4 

Methodology adapted from Peter Furth’s 2017 LTS methodology update. 
Definitions: mph = miles per hour; PLTS = pedestrian level of traffic stress 

4.2 Results 
Results are presented for (1) all three action alternatives (as refined in the draft screening report), 
(2) an initial alternative termed “Alternative A Original,” and (3) limited results for an alternative 
termed “Alternative B Original.” At the onset of Level 3 screening, UDOT determined that 
Alternative B—as described in the Kimball Junction and SR-224 Area Plan—would not pass initial 
traffic screening measures. It resulted in failing intersection LOS, vehicle queues that back onto the 
I-80 mainline, and low modeled values for percent served. For these reasons, the original 
Alternative B resulting from the Area Plan was refined to add capacity-increasing elements and then 
re-evaluated for all Level 3 screening measures. The results for Alternative B in the following tables 
represent the Alternative B with the refinements. 

The results for Alternative B Original are included in this report for intersection LOS, model percent 
served, and queue lengths. Other measures are not reported since Alternative B Original already 
began refinement before the other measures were obtained. 

Similarly, during alternatives screening, UDOT determined that the added travel lanes on SR-224 
with Alternative C should also be adopted into “Alternative A Original.” Previously, Alternative A 
Original featured two through lanes plus a shared through/right-turn lane on SR-224. The improved 
Alternative A separates the shared through/right-turn lane into a through lane and a right-turn lane at 
the Olympic Parkway/SR-224 and Ute Boulevard/SR-224 intersections and also includes buffered 
bicycle lanes on SR-224. The improved Alternative A is presented in these tables as Alternative A, 
and Alternative A without the additional vehicle or bicycle lane improvements on SR-224 is presented 
as Alternative A Original. 

All of the action alternatives demonstrate improved vehicle traffic metrics compared to the 2050 
No-Action conditions. All three action alternatives also demonstrate better overall traffic operations in 
terms of percent of the volume served, intersection LOS, arterial LOS, travel times, and vehicle 
queue lengths. 

Table 9 summarizes the percent of the volume served for existing conditions, 2050 No-Action, all 
three action alternatives, Alternative A Original, and Alternative B Original. The 2050 No-Action 
model served only 86% of the input volume, which indicates that the study area roads in the model 
were very congested and experienced bottlenecks. All three action alternatives and Alternative A 



 

August 20, 2024 | 13 

Original achieved 100% of the volume served, which indicates that the VISSIM model is adequately 
serving all the input demand. Alternative B Original does not achieve a percent served near 100%. 

Table 8. Percent Served 

Existing 2050 
No-Action Alt Aa Alt B Alt C Alt A 

Originalb 
Alt B  

Originalc 
AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM 

99% 99% 86% 86% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 92% 79%  
a Alternative A includes the additional vehicle and bicycle lanes on SR-224 that have been added since the draft screening 

report. 
b Alternative A Original is the original design for Alternative A presented in the draft screening report without the additional 

vehicle and bicycle lane improvements on SR-224. 
c Alternative B Original is the original design for Alternative B resulting from the Area Plan without any refinements. 

Table 10 summarizes the intersection LOS results. Failing conditions are colored red for LOS F and 
orange for LOS E. Because of shifted traffic volumes using the new interchange on I-80 west of 
Kimball Junction, the Ute Boulevard/Landmark Drive intersection is assumed to be signalized with 
Alternative A and Alternative A Original. Additionally, Landmark Drive is assumed to be widened to 
four lanes from north of Ute Boulevard to the roundabout at Outlets Park City as part of the 
No-Action conditions according to Summit County’s long-range transportation plan (2022). Because 
the Ute Boulevard/Landmark Drive signal operates at LOS D or better and because signals are often 
the capacity constraint on a road, Summit County’s planned widening of Landmark Drive would allow 
the road to operate adequately with the shifted traffic volumes from Alternative A and Alternative A 
Original. 

Table 11 summarizes the arterial LOS results. Failing conditions are colored red for LOS F and 
orange for LOS E. LOS E or F on short segments SR-224 or roads with closely spaced signals are 
not necessarily a cause for concern because vehicles on short segments have little distance to 
accelerate to higher speeds. Additionally, closely spaced signals can cause frequent stopping even 
under less congested conditions. Thus, short segments are prone to lower arterial LOS values under 
normal conditions. 

Table 12 summarizes the vehicle travel time results for two travel time segments. All alternatives 
show improvement in travel time, whereas Alternatives B and C show the most savings in AM peak 
southbound travel time (more than 8 minutes) from the 2050 No-Action conditions. Furthermore, the 
PM peak travel time for northbound also shows improvement with all alternatives, with Alternative B 
having the highest savings from the No-Action conditions (about 7 minutes). 
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Table 9. Intersection LOS 

LOS / Average Delay 
(sec/veh) 

Existing 2050 No-Action Alt Aa Alt B Alt Cb Alt A Originalc Alt B Originald 
AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM 

SR-224 / Rasmussene B / 11 B / 12 B / 13 B / 12 E / 38 D / 31 C / 18 B / 13 C / 15 B / 12 E / 38 D / 30 C / 20 F / >100 

SR-224 / I-80 F / > 100 C / 25 F / >100 F / >100 D / 52 C / 34 D / 38 C / 29 B / 29 C / 24 D / 49 C / 34 F / >100 F / >100 

SR-224 / Ute C / 29 D / 54 D / 37 E / 63 D / 47 D / 46 D / 41 D / 49 D / 36 D / 46 D / 48 D / 47 D / 53 F / >100 

SR- 224 / Ute w/ trenchf NA NA NA NA NA NA C / 21 C / 31 NA NA NA NA C / 28 E / 78 

SR-224 / Olympic C / 31 F / >100 D / 36 F / >100 D / 42 D / 46 D / 44 D / 46 C / 30 D / 49 D / 43 D / 50 E / 71 F / 98 

SR-224 / Olympic w/ trenchf NA NA NA NA NA NA C / 21 C / 28 NA NA NA NA D / 37 E / 64 

Ute / Landmarke A / 3 F / 56 A / 5 F / >100 C / 26g D / 42 A / 3 A / 5 A / 4 B / 14 C / 27g D / 41g A / 3 F / >100 

Ute / Uintae A / 3 A / 5 A / 5 C / 16 A / 4 A / 9 A / 4 B / 8 A / 3 A / 9 A / 4 A / 9 A / 2 B / 13 

Olympic / Landmarke A / 2 A / 2 A / 6 A / 8 C / 16 D / 26 A / 5 A / 5 A / 7 A / 9 B / 14 D / 30 A / 3 A / 7 

Newpark / Uintae A / 4 C / 19 A / 3 E / 38 A / 3 B / 12 A / 4 D / 17 A / 5 C / 20 A / 3 B / 10 A / 3 F / 66 

I-80 WB frontage NA NA NA NA A / 5 B / 13 NA NA NA NA A / 5 B / 13 NA NA 

I-80 EB frontage NA NA NA NA C / 24 D / 35 NA NA NA NA C / 24 D / 35 NA NA 

Definitions: EB = eastbound; NA = not applicable; sec/veh = seconds per vehicle; w/ = with; WB = westbound 
a Alternative A includes the additional vehicle and bicycle lanes on SR-224 that have been added since the draft screening report. 
b Alternative C includes the bicycle lanes on SR‑224 that have been added since the draft screening report. 
c Alternative A Original is the original design for Alternative A presented in the draft screening report without the additional vehicle and bicycle lane improvements on SR-224. 
d Alternative B Original is the original design for Alternative B resulting from the Area Plan without any refinements. 
e LOS and delay for unsignalized intersections (including roundabouts) are reported for the worst approach. 
f Includes delay measures from vehicles passing beneath intersection in grade-separated trench. 
g Ute Boulevard/Landmark Drive intersection is signalized for Alternative A only. 
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Table 10. AM and PM Peak Hour Arterial LOS 

Arterial Segment 

Existing 
LOS / Avg Speed 

(mph) 

No-Action 
LOS / Avg Speed 

(mph) 

Alt Aa 
LOS / Avg Speed 

(mph) 

Alt B 
LOS / Avg Speed 

(mph)e 

Alt Cb 
LOS / Avg Speed 

(mph) 

Alt A Originalc 

LOS / Avg Speed 
(mph) 

Alt B Originald 
LOS / Avg Speed 

(mph)e 
Southbound AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM 
Kimball Jct SB SR-224 to 
SB Ute Blvd E / 15 E / 17 F / 12 F / 11 F / 12 F / 14 F / 13 F / 9 E / 15 F / 13 F / 12 F / 14 F / 7 F / 3 

SR-224 SB Ute Blvd to 
SB Olympic Pkwy E / 18 C / 27 D / 19 D / 22 E / 16 C / 26 E / 15 F / 10 D / 21 D / 18 E / 16 C / 26 F / 9 F / 13 

SR-224 SB Olympic Pkwy to 
SB Bear Cub Dr A / 50 A / 51 A / 51 A / 51 A / 49 A / 50 A / 45 A / 45 A / 50 A / 50 A / 49 A / 50 A / 49 A / 49 

Northbound AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM 

SR-224 NB Bear Cub Dr to 
NB Olympic Pkwy C / 28 F / 8 D / 28 F / 6 D / 26 E / 20 D / 25 E / 22 C / 36 E / 19 D / 25 D / 19 F / 12 F / 9 

SR-224 NB Olympic Pkwy to 
NB Ute Blvd C / 29 F / 10 C/D / 28 F / 10 C / 27 D /19 E / 16 E / 14 D / 20 F / 13 C / 27 C / 19 F / 12 F / 8 

SR-224 NB Ute Blvd to 
Kimball Jct NB SR-224 C / 29 D / 22 C / 25 D / 20 C / 27 C / 20 D / 18 D / 19 D / 21 C / 25 C / 28 C / 20 F / 14 E / 15 

Definitions: avg = average; LOS = level of service; mph = miles per hour; NB = northbound; SB = southbound 
a Alternative A includes the additional vehicle and bicycle lanes on SR-224 that have been added since the draft screening report. 
b Alternative C includes the bicycle lanes on SR‑224 that have been added since the draft screening report. 
c Alternative A Original is the original design for Alternative A presented in the draft screening report without the additional vehicle and bicycle lane improvements on SR-224. 
d Alternative B Original is the original design for Alternative B resulting from the Area Plan without any refinements. 
e Measured on the north–south frontage roads adjacent to the SR-224 grade-separate trench. 
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Table 11. AM and PM Peak-hour Vehicle Travel Time  

Direction 

Existing 
(m:ss) 

2050 

No-Action 
(m:ss) 

Alt Aa 
(m:ss) 

Alt B 
(m:ss) 

Alt Cb 
(m:ss) 

Alt A Originalc 
(m:ss) 

AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM 
Travel time SB  6:15 3:00 11:30 7:30 4:30 3:30 3:15 2:45 3:15 3:15 4:30 3:30 
Travel time NB 2:30 7:45 2:30 9:30 4:00 4:15 2:30 2:45 2:30 3:45 4:00 4:15 
SB difference from 
No-Action NA NA NA NA –7:00 –4:00 –8:15 –4:45 –8:15 –4:15 –7:00 –4:00 

NB difference from 
No-Action NA NA NA NA +1:30 –5:15 0 –6:45 0 –5:45 +1:30 –5:15 

Definitions: m:ss = minutes:seconds; NA = not applicable; NB = northbound; SB = southbound 
a Alternative A includes the additional vehicle and bicycle lanes on SR-224 that have been added since the draft screening report. 
b Alternative C includes the bicycle lanes on SR‑224 that have been added since the draft screening report. 
c Alternative A Original is the original design for Alternative A presented in the draft screening report without the additional vehicle and bicycle lane improvements on SR-224. 
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Table 13 summarizes the BRT travel time and total travel time saving from the No-Action model in 
the study area. The travel time results show that all action alternatives improve travel time for the 
BRT routes during both peaks. Alternative A and Alternative A Original have the highest savings 
(reductions) in total travel time. 

Table 12. AM and PM Peak-hour Bus Rapid Transit Travel Time  

Alternative 

AM PM 
Total Savings 

(m:ss) Travel Time 
(m:ss) 

Savings from 
No-Action 

(m:ss) 

Travel Time 
(m:ss) 

Savings from 
No-Action 

(M:SS) 
2050 No-Action  7:30 NA 9:00 NA NA 
Alternative Aa 6:45 0:45 7:15 1:45 2:30 
Alternative B 6:30 1:00 7:45 1:15 2:15 
Alternative Cb 6:45 0:45 7:45 1:15 2:00 
Alternative A Originalc 6:45 0:45 7:15 1:45 2:30 

Definitions: m:ss = minutes:seconds; NA = not applicable 
a Alternative A includes the additional vehicle and bicycle lanes on SR-224 that have been added since the draft screening 

report. 
b Alternative C includes the bicycle lanes on SR‑224 that have been added since the draft screening report. 
c Alternative A Original is the original design for Alternative A presented in the draft screening report without the additional 

vehicle and bicycle lane improvements on SR-224. 

Table 14 summarizes the 95th-percentile vehicle queue lengths at the eastbound I-80 off-ramp and 
at the westbound I-80 off-ramp during the AM and PM peak hours for existing conditions, 2050 
No-Action conditions, Alternative A Original, and all three action alternatives. The queue results 
show that the eastbound off-ramp is projected to experience a long queue of vehicles that reaches 
the eastbound I-80 mainline during the AM peak hour for both the existing and 2050 No-Action 
conditions. Furthermore, the queue results for the I-80 westbound off-ramp show a long queue of 
vehicles for the 2050 No-Action conditions during the PM peak hour. 

The queue results for all three action alternatives show a reduction in vehicle queue length at both 
ramps during the AM and PM peak hours such that no alternatives would result in vehicles backing 
up onto the I-80 mainline. Alternative C would have the shortest queue length at the eastbound I-80 
off-ramp, whereas Alternative A would have the shortest queue length at the westbound I-80 
off-ramp. 
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Table 13. AM and PM Peak-hour 95th-Percentile Vehicle Queue Lengths 
In feet 

Alternative 

AM PM 
Worst EB 

Queue 
Length 

Worst WB 
Queue 
Length 

EB 95th 
Queue 
Length 

WB 95th 
Queue 
Length 

EB 95th 
Queue 
Length 

WB 95th 
Queue 
Length 

Existing 2,600 800 200 300 2,600 800 
2050 No-Action  > 5,000 > 5,000 2,200 1,400 > 5,000 > 5,000 
Alternative Aa 600 550 300 400 600 550 
Alternative B 900 700 200 800 900 800 
Alternative Cb 400 500 300 500 400 500 
Alternative A Originalc 600 500 300 400 600 500 
Alternative B Originald > 5,000 1,200 > 5,000 3,100 > 5,000 > 5,000 

Definitions: EB = eastbound; WB = westbound 
a Alternative A includes the additional vehicle and bicycle lanes on SR-224 that have been added since the draft screening 

report. 
b Alternative C includes the bicycle lanes on SR‑224 that have been added since the draft screening report. 
d Alternative A Original is the original design for Alternative A presented in the draft screening report without the additional 

vehicle and bicycle lane improvements on SR-224. 
d Alternative B Original is the original design for Alternative B resulting from the Area Plan without any refinements. 

Table 15 summarizes the pedestrian walk time results for four origin-destination (O-D) routes 
measured in the study area during the PM peak hour. The travel time results indicate that 
Alternatives A and C would have shorter pedestrian walk times during the PM peak hour, whereas 
Alternative B would have longer walk times compared to the 2050 No-Action conditions primarily 
because of increased signal delay. The width of the frontage road intersections on SR-224 require a 
two-stage pedestrian crossing that occurs across two traffic signal cycles.  
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Table 14. PM Peak-hour Pedestrian Walk Time  
Pedestrian PM Peak Travel Time (m:ss) 

Alternative 
Pair 1 Pair 2 Pair 3 Pair 4 Total O-D 

Walk Time 
Difference 

from 
No-Action 

Existing 23:30 8:45 9:00 12:00 53:30  — 
2050 No-Action  23:45 9:00 9:15 12:00 54:00  — 
Alternative Aa 24:00 7:30 9:00 12:00 52:30 –1:30 
Alternative B 24:00 9:15 10:00 14:30 57:45 +3:45 
Alternative Cb 23:30 7:30 10:45 12:00 53:45 –0:15 
Alternative A Originalc 24:00 7:30 9:00 12:00 52:30 –1:30 

Definitions: m:ss = minutes:seconds; O-D = origin/destination 
a Alternative A includes the additional vehicle and bicycle lanes on SR-224 that have been added since the draft screening 

report. 
b Alternative C includes the bicycle lanes on SR‑224 that have been added since the draft screening report. 
c Alternative A Original is the original design for Alternative A presented in the draft screening report without the additional 

vehicle and bicycle lane improvements on SR-224. 

Figure 7 through Figure 10 illustrate the specific walk paths for each action alternative. The addition 
of pedestrian tunnels near Ute Boulevard and the relocation of the existing pedestrian tunnel near 
Olympic Parkway would affect the walk paths for various alternatives. 
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Figure 7. Pair 1 Pedestrian Walk Paths 

 

Figure 8. Pair 2 Pedestrian Walk Paths 
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Figure 9. Pair 3 Pedestrian Walk Paths 

 

Figure 10. Pair 4 Pedestrian Walk Paths 
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4.2.1 Additional Pedestrian Crossing Options 
Pedestrian walk times were analyzed for options to construct a pedestrian bridge in place of a 
pedestrian tunnel across SR-224 south of Ute Boulevard. These options affect only Alternatives A 
and C. 

The pedestrian bridge options included three ramp designs to connect the structure to grade east of 
SR-224. Each has slightly different locations for the bridge. 

• Oval ramp 
• Spiral ramp 
• Straight ramp 

The oval ramp loops 2½ times as it descends from the bridge to grade. The ramp would be between 
SR-224 and the Del Taco building. The ramp connects to the existing trail system in the southeast 
quadrant of the SR-224/Ute Boulevard intersection. The bridge for the oval ramp option is about 
225 feet south of the center of the SR-224/Ute Boulevard intersection. 

The spiral ramp also loops 2½ times descending from the bridge to grade. The spiral ramp would be 
located within the footprint of the Del Taco property. The ramp also connects to the existing trail 
system in the southeast quadrant of the SR-224/Ute Boulevard intersection. The bridge for the spiral 
ramp option is about 175 feet south of the center of the SR-224/Ute Boulevard intersection. 

The straight ramp has two ramps that descend from the bridge to grade. Both ramps are parallel to 
SR-224. One descends north and ties into the trail system near Ute Boulevard. The other descends 
to the south and reaches grade near Olympic Parkway. The pedestrian bridge is located midway 
between Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway. The paths for each pedestrian bridge option are 
illustrated in Figure 11 and Figure 12. 
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Figure 11. Pair 1 Pedestrian Walk Paths with Pedestrian Bridge Options 

 

Figure 12. Pair 2 Pedestrian Walk Paths with Pedestrian Bridge Options 
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Table 16 summarizes the results of the pedestrian walk time analysis. All three pedestrian bridge 
options would increase walk time to origin-destination pairs 1 and 2 for both Alternatives A and C. 
This is because all three ramp options add additional distance for the walk paths. Origin-destination 
pairs 3 and 4 are unaffected because they use the pedestrian tunnel south of Olympic Parkway or 
cross at grade at the SR-224/Olympic Parkway intersection. Overall, total walk times for all origin-
destination pairs would increase compared to the 2050 No-Action conditions for every pedestrian 
bridge option. 

Table 15. PM Peak-hour Pedestrian Walk Time for Pedestrian Bridge Options 
Pedestrian PM Peak Travel Time (m:ss) 

Alternative and 
Ramp Configuration 

Pair 1 Pair 2 Pair 3 Pair 4 Total O-D 
Walk Time 

Difference 
from 

No-Action 
2050 No-Action 23:45 9:00 9:15 12:00 54:00  — 

Alternative Aa 
Oval 26:45 11:15 9:00 12:00 59:00 +5:00 
Spiral 28:00 12:45 9:00 12:00 1:01:45 +7:45 
Straight 26:45 11:45 9:00 12:00 59:30 +5:30 

Alternative Cb 
Oval 26:00 11:15 10:45 12:00 1:00:00 +6:00 
Spiral 26:45 12:45 10:45 12:00 1:02:15 +8:15 
Straight 26:00 11:45 10:45 12:00 1:00:30 +6:60 

Definitions: m:ss = minutes:seconds; O-D = origin-destination 
a Alternative A includes the additional vehicle and bicycle lanes on SR-224 that have been added since the draft screening 

report. 
b Alternative C includes the bicycle lanes on SR‑224 that have been added since the draft screening report. 
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Figure 13 through Figure 16 illustrate the intersection, bicycle, and pedestrian LTS within the study 
area limits for existing conditions and all three action alternatives. (2050 No-Action conditions were 
determined to be the same as existing conditions.) 

4.2.2 Intersection LTS 
Under existing conditions, the main intersections on SR-224 in the study area experience LTS 3, and 
the rest of the intersections in the study area have LTS 1 or LTS 2 based on the speed limit, number 
of lanes, and type of control. All alternatives would have the same intersection LTS as existing 
conditions. Though the Alternative B frontage road intersections offer a two-stage crossing for 
pedestrians for east–west travel, the north–south crossings would still traverse six or more lanes, so 
the overall intersection ratings would remain at LTS 3. 

4.2.3 Bicycle LTS 
Under existing conditions, BLTS results show that, outside the SR-224 corridor, most roads provide 
BLTS 3 or better for bicycle travel because of lower speed limits and lower traffic volumes. 
Segments of SR-224 without a separated trail experience BLTS 4 because of the high speed 
(45 miles per hour), high traffic volume, and the absence of dedicated bicycle lanes on SR-224. 
When available, the separated trails adjacent to SR-224 are rated BLTS 1 and provide low-stress 
routes for bicycle travel. Alternatives A and C add buffered bicycle lanes to SR-224, but this would 
still result in BLTS 4 on SR-224 itself because of the high traffic speeds and increased number of 
travel lanes. For Alternatives A and C, the new tunnel south of Ute Boulevard adds a new BLTS 1 
opportunity to cross SR-224. Alternative B requires travelers to continue to cross at the Ute 
Boulevard signal. 

4.2.4 Pedestrian LTS 
Under existing conditions, most facilities experience PLTS 1 and 2 because the speed limit is low 
and connected sidewalks and trails are available. One exception is north SR-224 between I-80 and 
Rasmussen Road, where pedestrian facilities are provided on only one side of SR-224. Additionally, 
Landmark Drive south of the Olympic Parkway roundabout experiences PLTS 4 because of the 
absence of sidewalks or trails. Alternatives A and C offer a new PLTS 1 opportunity to cross SR-224 
using a tunnel south of Ute Boulevard. Alternative B requires travelers to continue to cross at the Ute 
Boulevard signal and maintains the same PLTS as existing conditions. 
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Figure 13. Existing Intersection, Bicycle, and Pedestrian LTS 

Intersection and Bicycle LTS Intersection and Pedestrian LTS 

  
 

Figure 14. Alternative A Intersection, Bicycle, and Pedestrian LTS 
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Figure 15. Alternative B Intersection, Bicycle, and Pedestrian LTS 

Intersection and Bicycle LTS Intersection and Pedestrian LTS 

  
 

Figure 16. Alternative C Intersection, Bicycle, and Pedestrian LTS 

Intersection and Bicycle LTS Intersection and Pedestrian LTS 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: December 20, 2022 
 

TO: HDR, Inc. 
 

FROM: Parametrix 
 

SUBJECT: Kimball Junction EIS Existing and 2050 No Action Mobility Memo 
 
 

PROJECT NUMBER: PIN 19477; Project No. S-0224(50)12 
 

PROJECT NAME: Kimball Junction EIS 
 
 
This memorandum documents the mobility conditions for existing and 2050 no action scenarios to support the 
Kimball Junction Environmental Study. Results include a discussion of traffic conditions, active transportation, and 
transit service in the study area.  

STUDY AREA 

The study area expands on the analysis area defined by the Kimball Junction Area Study (2020) which consisted of 
the I-80/Kimball Junction interchange area, including the three signalized intersections along SR-224 (I-80 Single-
Point Urban Interchange (SPUI), Ute Boulevard, Olympic Parkway) as well as the stop-controlled intersection of 
SR-224/Rasmussen Road. This effort also includes four roundabouts immediately east and west of SR-224 at Ute 
Boulevard/Landmark Drive, Olympic Parkway/Landmark Drive, Ute Boulevard/Uinta Way, and Newpark 
Boulevard/Uinta Way. 

Within the analysis model, the SR-224 corridor was extended over two miles to the south of the Olympic Parkway 
intersection near Canyons Resort Drive to allow for accurate representation of vehicle queueing. In addition to 
SR-224, traffic operations on I-80 were modeled from approximately milepost 141 to milepost 147. This allowed 
for inclusion of the Jeremy Ranch interchange on the western extent and the I-80 eastbound off-ramps to US-40 
and the westbound on-ramps from US-40. The I-80 interchanges adjacent to the Kimball Junction interchange are 
not a focus of the study but are included in the model network to support any potential future coordination with 
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 

ANALYSIS TIMEFRAME 

The analysis timeframe for the study was coordinated with the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) and 
Summit County staff to reflect known, regularly occurring traffic concerns on the corridor not influenced by 
extreme or outlier events, such as crashes, inclement weather, holidays or special events. Twelve months of 
traffic data (April 2021 to April 2022) on SR-224 were obtained from UDOT to investigate traffic data seasonality. 
The data consisted of speed data from vehicle probe data within UDOT’s ClearGuide platform and traffic volume 
data from sensors on I-80 and SR-224 within UDOT’s PeMS platform.  

The 12-month data illustrated that winter months (Dec-Mar) on SR-224 experience higher volumes and much 
more variation in vehicle travel times than the rest of the year. Additionally, the worst congestion on SR-224 is 
much more likely to occur on winter weekdays than winter weekends. Though winter weekends can feature 
greater skier traffic demand, the mixture of regular commuter traffic, school traffic, and skier traffic on winter 
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weekdays results in overall higher demand. For the study analysis, it was determined to model AM and PM peak 
period conditions representing the 85th percentile highest travel times during the winter. The study team 
determined this appropriately captured traffic concerns without being influenced by outlier events that often 
coincide with the highest 15 percent of travel times. It should also be noted that the AM and PM peak period 85 th 
percentile travel times for winter reflect the AM and PM peak period 95th percentile travel times across the entire 
12-month dataset meaning only 5 percent of days for the whole year have higher travel times than the analysis 
timeframe. Supporting data for the analysis timeframe selection is contained in the Appendix. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

To support analysis, traffic data was collected within the study area to determine existing traffic volumes, traffic 
composition, and travel patterns. Traffic operations were evaluated using a microsimulation VISSIM model 
expanded and modified from the Kimball Junction Area Study. The model was calibrated using the existing traffic 
data collected for the project.  

Vehicle Traffic Data 

Data was collected within the study area and used to evaluate existing conditions. The following sections describe 
the collection of data and how it was developed for use in the existing conditions analyses. 

Traffic Volumes 

The traffic volumes used for the project were developed using intersection turning movement counts, freeway 
detector volume data, and information from previous studies conducted in the study area. Traffic counts were 
collected within the study area in January 2021 at the following intersections as part of the SR-224 Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT) Environmental Assessment (2022):  

 SR-224/Rasmussen Road 
 SR-224/I-80 SPUI 
 SR-224/Ute Boulevard 
 SR-224/Olympic Parkway 
 Ute Boulevard/Landmark Drive 
 Olympic Parkway/Landmark Drive 

Additional traffic counts were collected March 2022 to capture driveway activity on Ute Boulevard and Olympic 
Way as well as the two roundabouts east of SR-224: 

 Ute Boulevard/Uinta Way 
 Newpark Boulevard/Uinta Way 

Traffic volume data from permanent sensors on SR-224 and I-80 were used to adjust volumes from turning 
movement counts to reflect conditions associated with the winter 85th percentile travel times. This was done by 
comparing SR-224 and I-80 volumes for the days of data collection to the days similar to the winter 85th percentile 
travel time. Generally, this resulted in an increase of 100-200 vehicles per hour on SR-224 for AM and PM peak 
hours. The same data comparison was used to adjust I-80 volumes gathered for the Kimball Junction Area Plan to 
represent conditions associated with winter 85th percentile travel times. The Jeremy Ranch interchange 
roundabout volumes were also obtained from the Kimball Junction Area Study. Weekday AM peak hour traffic 
volumes are shown in Figure 1 with weekday PM peak hour traffic volumes shown in Figure 2.  
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Figure 1: Weekday Existing AM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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Figure 2: Weekday Existing PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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Traffic Composition 

Within the study area, I-80 is a major freight corridor and a higher percentage of heavy vehicles were added to 
the VISSIM network to properly account for the vehicle mix on the road. Heavy vehicle counts obtained during the 
Kimball Junction Area Study from UDOT’s Powderwood Road traffic camera and UDOT detector data along I-80 at 
the Kimball Junction interchange were reviewed to determine the approximate mix of different vehicle 
classifications traveling on the corridor. Based on the peak hour, the vehicle inputs along I-80 were used as shown 
in Table 1 to allow for a higher percentage of heavy vehicles traveling through the model along I-80 than occur in 
the default VISSIM vehicle composition.  

Table 1: Existing VISSIM I-80 Vehicle Composition Percentages 

Location   
Weekday AM Peak Hour Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Cars HGV Single HGV Combo Cars HGV Single HGV Combo 
I-80 Eastbound 81% 11% 8% 88% 6% 6% 
I-80 Westbound 76% 6% 20% 88% 4% 8% 

The aerial drone video along SR-224 was also reviewed to determine if the default vehicle composition for 
arterials should be modified. Based on a review of the video, it was determined that during the weekday peak 
hours, the vehicles observed on the corridor justified reducing the amount of heavy trucks for the default arterial 
composition. The single-unit truck composition was reduced from four percent to two percent and the 
combination truck composition was reduced from two percent to one percent. 

Vehicle Travel Times 

Travel time data along the corridor was gathered for two routes that reflect major traffic issues faced during AM 
and PM peak periods. The first travel time route is from the eastbound I-80 off-ramp gore to southbound SR-224 
approximately 1,100 feet south of Olympic Parkway. The route captures the congestion experienced during AM 
peak periods when large amounts of vehicles exit I-80 and travel south on SR-224 towards ski resorts and 
employment destinations in Park City. The second travel time route begins on northbound SR-224 just north of 
Canyons Resort Drive and continues north to the I-80/SR-224 interchange. This route captures the reverse traffic 
pattern in the PM when vehicles travel north from ski resorts and other destinations towards I-80. 

The travel time data was obtained via UDOT’s ClearGuide platform which aggregates vehicle probe data. Table 2  
summarizes the AM peak hour, PM peak hour, and midday average travel time for the two routes of interest 
during the winter season. As mentioned previously, the travel time data for these routes was used to identify the 
analysis timeframe for the study.   

Table 2: Weekday AM and PM Peak Hour Travel Times 
Travel Time Segment Time Period Average Travel 

Time (min) From To 

I-80 EB off ramp Gore SB SR-224 approx 1,100 ft 
south of Olympic Pkwy 

AM Peak Hour 5:30 
Midday 2:30 
PM Peak Hour 2:45 

NB SR-224 at 
Canyons Resort Drive SR-224/I-80 SPUI 

AM Peak Hour 4:00 
Midday 4:15 
PM Peak Hour 11:45 
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Traffic Operations 

Traffic operations along the corridor were evaluated using a VISSIM v2022 microsimulation traffic model. The 
VISSIM model was used due to the close proximity of intersections within the study area, queuing which spills 
back through multiple intersections in the existing condition, and the need to evaluate transit and active 
transportation operations. In addition, the microsimulation model allowed for evaluation of the I-80 mainline, on- 
and off-ramps and arterial street systems and the interactions between them. The VISSIM model was modified  
from the models used for the Kimball Junction Area Study. The following sections discuss the methods used to 
build the traffic operations model and the results from the existing weekday AM and PM peak hour analyses.  

Signal Timing 

Existing signal timing plans for the three signalized intersections in the study area (SR-224/I-80 SPUI, SR-224/Ute 
Boulevard, SR-224/Olympic Parkway) were obtained from the UDOT Signal Desk in February 2020 as part of the 
Kimball Junction Area Plan. Then, data from the UDOT Automated Traffic Signal Performance Measures (ATSPM) 
online database was gathered to confirm timing plans are still accurate and to compare timing plans to actual 
performance.   

Vehicle Routing 

Vehicle routes were assigned on a corridor-wide basis for the entire network. Route beginnings and endings were 
located near vehicle input locations and on I-80 on- or off-ramps. This allowed for vehicles to navigate smaller 
areas and corridors on a single route which resulted in fewer last-minute lane changes. Additionally, the 
possibility of vehicles driving in circuitous directions is eliminated while avoiding the need for more complicated 
network-wide routing. Relative vehicle routing in the model is representative of the number of vehicles in the 
model along each route.  

Model Calibration 

All model data results were based on an average of 10 simulation runs. A seeding period of 15 minutes was used 
to populate the model. The AM model was coded to record results for a three-hour period (7:00 AM – 10:00 AM) 
to capture the build-up and dissipation of congestion. Likewise, the PM model was coded to record results for a 
four-hour period (3:00 PM to 7:00 PM). For both AM and PM models, results were recorded in 15-minute 
intervals.  

The model was calibrated to ensure study area traffic volumes, travel times, and queuing reasonably represent 
AM and PM peak hour conditions for the analysis timeframe. As such, modifications were made to factors for the 
Wiedemann 74 car following model within the VISSIM model. Specifically, the additive and multiplicative parts of 
the safety distance were modified according to Table 3. 

Table 3: Modifications to Wiedemann 74 Car Following Model 
Factor Default Value Modified Value 

Additive part of safety distance 2.0 2.3 
Multiplicative part of safety distance 3.0 3.3 

Intersection Level of Service 

Vehicle level of service (LOS) was calculated for each of the intersections using the intersection node data. Node 
data was collected in 15-minute increments to determine average vehicle delay at each intersection during the 
busiest hour of the model (peak hour). The peak hour of the AM model was 8:00 AM – 9:00 AM and the busiest 
hour of the PM model was 4:00 PM – 5:00 PM.   

Using the average vehicle delay, level of service was determined using the Highway Capacity Manual 6 th edition 
(HCM) thresholds for unsignalized and signal-controlled intersections. Table 4 summarizes the HCM thresholds. 
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As shown in Table 4, unsignalized intersection LOS is defined according to a different scale than signalized 
intersections and is also defined by the worst-performing approach rather than the average vehicle delay for the 
entire intersection. The unsignalized methodology applies to roundabouts as well as stop-controlled intersections.  

Table 4: Intersection LOS Definition 

LOS 
Unsignalized Intersection 
Average Delay (sec/veh)1 

Signalized Intersection 
Average Delay (sec/veh) 

LOS A 0 -10 0 - 10 
LOS B 10 - 15 10 – 20 
LOS C 15 – 25 20 – 35 
LOS D 25 - 35 35 – 55 
LOS E 35 - 50 55 – 80 
LOS F > 50 > 80 

1. Reported for the worst stop or yield-controlled approach 
Source: HCM 6th Edition 

Table 5 summarizes the results of the existing conditions traffic operations. As shown in Table 5, LOS E or F is 
experience at several intersections during the AM and PM peak hours. During the AM peak hour, the SR-224/I-80 
SPUI operates at LOS F. Though the other two signals on SR-224 appear to operate at LOS C during the AM peak 
hour, the reported delay is likely underrepresented because of the congestion at the interchange. Specifically, 
vehicles on the eastbound I-80 off ramp and are unable to efficiently turn onto SR-224 during the AM peak 
period. This limits the flow rate at which vehicles reach Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway. If the bottleneck 
associated with the interchange were relieved, it is likely that measured performance of Ute Boulevard and 
Olympic Parkway would degrade. A similar pattern is observed with the PM performance results. Northbound 
traffic on SR-224 is congested at Olympic Parkway producing long northbound queues and intersection delay at 
Ute Boulevard and SR-224/I-80 SPUI is likely underrepresented. 

Traffic performance at the unsignalized intersections is generally acceptable other than LOS F for the northbound 
approach at the Ute Boulevard/Landmark Drive roundabout. The heavy southbound left-turn volumes from 
Landmark Drive onto eastbound Ute Boulevard leave few gaps for northbound traffic to enter the roundabout. 
Additionally, queues along Ute Boulevard from the SR-224 signal occasionally interfere with performance of the 
roundabout. 
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Table 5: Existing Peak Hour Intersection Vehicle Delay and LOS 
Location   Control Type Vehicle Delay  

(sec / veh) 
LOS 

 (Worst Approach) 
AM Peak Hour    
SR-224/Rasmussen Rd Stop-Controlled 11 B (WB) 
SR-224/I-80 SPUI Traffic Signal >100 F 
SR-224/Ute Blvd Traffic Signal 29 C 
SR-224/Olympic Pkwy Traffic Signal 30 C 
Ute Blvd/Landmark Dr Roundabout 3 A (NB) 
Olympic Pkwy/Landmark Dr Roundabout 2 A (SB) 
Ute Blvd/Uinta Way Roundabout 3 A (EB) 
Newpark Blvd/Uinta Way Roundabout 4 A (EB) 
PM Peak Hour    
SR-224/Rasmussen Rd Stop-Controlled 12 B (WB) 
SR-224/I-80 SPUI Traffic Signal 25 C 
SR-224/Ute Blvd Traffic Signal 53 D 
SR-224/Olympic Pkwy Traffic Signal >100 F 
Ute Blvd/Landmark Dr Roundabout 56 F (NB) 
Olympic Pkwy/Landmark Dr Roundabout 2 A (WB) 
Ute Blvd/Uinta Way Roundabout 5 A (EB) 
Newpark Blvd/Uinta Way Roundabout 19 C (SB) 

Vehicle Travel Times 

Travel time collection points were placed in the VISSIM traffic model to represent the same locations used to 
obtain travel time data from the UDOT ClearGuide platform. Table 6 summarizes the AM and PM peak hour travel 
times from the VISSIM simulation model for respective the travel paths. UDOT ClearGuide travel times for the 
same peak hour from a day manifesting conditions similar to the winter 85th percentile travel time are shown for 
comparison. The VISSIM simulation peak hour travel times are within 15 seconds of the ClearGuide data. 

Table 6: Existing AM and PM Peak Hour Travel Times 
Travel Time Segment Time Period Average Travel Time (min) 

From To VISSIM Model UDOT ClearGuide 
Platform 

I-80 EB off ramp Gore SB SR-224 approx 1,100 ft 
south of Olympic Pkwy 

AM Peak Hour 5:30 5:30 
PM Peak Hour 2:15 2:45 

NB SR-224 at Canyons 
Resort Drive SR-224/I-80 SPUI 

AM Peak Hour 3:45 4:00 
PM Peak Hour 12:00 11:45 

Queuing  

Vehicle queuing was measured using queue counter data collected from the VISSIM simulation model for the 
areas with the most significant queuing: the eastbound off-ramp in the AM peak hour and northbound SR-224 in 
the PM peak hour. These movements have the highest traffic volumes and were observed in the field and through 
drone footage collected during the Kimball Junction Area Study to have the longest queues (Figure 3). The queue 
data for the AM and PM peak hours were calculated for the average and 95th percentile queue lengths as shown 
in Table 7.  
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As shown in Table 7, queue lengths reflect the poor LOS and poor travel times experienced during the AM and PM 
peak hours. The 95th percentile queue length at the eastbound I-80 off ramp during the AM peak hour is ½ mile. 
This approaches the end of the off-ramp and results in slow speeds and some queuing on I-80 mainline. During 
the PM peak hour, the 95th percentile northbound queue on S.R. 224 at Olympic Parkway is 1.9 miles which 
extends past Bear Hollow Drive. 

Table 7: Weekday AM and PM Peak Hour Vehicle Queues 
 Average Queue 

(feet) 
95th Percentile 
Queue (feet) 

AM Peak Hour 
I-80 eastbound off ramp queue 1,900 ft  

(0.4 mi) 
2,600 ft 
(0.5 mi) 

PM Peak Hour 
S.R. 224 northbound queue at Olympic 
Parkway 

8,100 ft  
(1.5 mi) 

9,600 ft  
(1.8 mi) 

 

 
Figure 3: Northbound SR-224 Weekday PM Peak Hour Queues, Looking South from 850 Feet North of Bear Cub 
Road 

Transit 

The Kimball Junction area is well served by regional and local transit. The Kimball Junction Transit Center is on the 
west side of SR-224 and accessed via Ute Boulevard and Landmark Drive. The transit center has a small park-and-
ride area and is served by High Valley Transit, Park City Transit, and Utah Transit Authority (UTA). 

High Valley Transit is operated by Summit County and is free fare which can incentivize shorter trips or chained 
trip to be taken via transit versus private vehicle. A description of the different transit routes serving the transit 
center are included in Table 8. 
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Table 8: Kimball Junction Transit Center Bus Service 

Route (Agency) Service Period Vehicle 
Headways Description/Destinations 

Route 101 (High Valley 
Transit) 

5:45 a.m. to 11:35 
p.m. 15 min 

SR-224 Local, Jeremy Ranch Park & 
Ride/Snow Park Lodge & Deer Valley 

Resort 
Route 103 (High Valley 
Transit) 9 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 20 min Operates in a loop around the Kimball 

Junction area 
Route 104 (High Valley 
Transit) 

6 a.m. to 11:30 p.m. 15 min Bitner Shuttle Full Loop 

Route 10 (Park City Transit) 6:40 a.m. to 11:10 
p.m. 

15 min Electric Express / Kimball Junction, 
Canyons Village, Park City Old Town 

PC-SLC Connect (UTA) 6 a.m. to 6 p.m. 8x daily Downtown SLC / Kimball Junction 

As shown, the Kimball Junction area is well-served by transit with service that accesses destinations on all sides. 
Frequent transit is available via Route 10 to Park City Old Town area with 15-minute headways throughout the 
day. People are also able to access the Kimball Junction Area via transit from the Ecker Hill Park and Ride with 
transit service operating on approximately 15-minute headways using bus route 101. The 104 Bitner Shuttle 
operates in a larger, further east-reaching loop than the Kimball Junction Circulator and it has a 15-minute 
frequency, from 6 am to 11:30 pm. The loop begins and ends at the Kimball Junction Transit Center. Kimball 
Junction can be also accessed by Route 103, which operates in a loop around the Kimball Junction area in 20-
minute frequencies, from 9 am to 10 pm. Finally, High Valley Transit operates on-demand micro-transit that 
covers Kimball Junction and other areas. 

Summit County and Park City are planning to convert the Route 10 into a BRT by adding dedicated transit lanes in 
each direction on most of SR-224. The transit lanes would begin and end south of the Olympic Parkway 
intersection and will provide some capacity improvements to the intersection. Funding may allow the project to 
be constructed within the next five years. 
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Figure 4: Existing Bus Service 

Active Transportation 

The Kimball Junction area includes infrastructure to enable people to walk and bicycle within and to and from the 
area (see Figure 5). Along SR-224, buffered multi-use trails, approximately eight feet wide, are included on the 
east side of the road from Ute Boulevard south through Kimball Junction area and extends nearly to Kearns 
Boulevard with multiple connections to the other regional trails. On the west side of SR-224, a similar multi-use 
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trail buffered by landscaping from the roadway runs continuously throughout the Kimball Junction area. To the 
north, this trail provides connections to the active transportation bridge crossing I-80 as well as trails paralleling 
both sides of I-80 towards the east and west. South of Kimball Junction, the multi-use trail extends to Bear Hollow 
Drive and provides access to unpaved recreational trails on the west side of Kimball Junction.  

 
Figure 5: Existing Active Transportation Facilities 
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Intersection crossings for the multi-use trails in the Kimball Junction area are typically provided via people-
actuated crosswalks at existing traffic signals. However, several grade-separated crossings are also provided in the 
study area. As mentioned prior, a non-motorized bridge crosses I-80 approximately 800 feet west of the Kimball 
Junction SPUI. This bridge provides a connection from the retail and commercial space on the south side of I-80 to 
the neighborhoods on the north side of I-80 and Rasmussen Road. An undercrossing of I-80 also exists 
approximately one-half mile east of the SPUI.  Along SR-224, an undercrossing of the highway is located 
approximately 200 feet south of the Olympic Boulevard intersection which connected trails along Bitner Road to 
Highland Road adjacent to the Swaner Nature Preserve.  This provides for a connection between the retail and 
residential uses on the south side of the Redstone Center to the trails and open space on the west side of SR-224. 
These crossings help facilitate safe movements for people bicycling and walking across the major highways within 
the study area. However, they can also require out of direction travel for people which could result in lower use 
compared to the at-grade crosswalks at Ute Boulevard or Olympic Parkway or along SR-224 crossing the SPUI.  

Within the study area, Summit Bike Share provides short term bicycle rental at several stations in Kimball Junction 
along with others in the Canyons area, Park City, and other locations in the Basin. In Kimball Junction, bicycle 
rental stations are included by the Basin Recreation Field House and the Newpark Plaza on the east side of SR-
224. On the westside of SR-224, bicycle rental stations are located at the Outlets, along Landmark Drive, and at 
the Kimball Junction Transit Center. All Summit Bike Share bikes are electric bikes with single-ride fares of $3.50 
for a 30-minute ride and monthly and annual memberships are available. Due to the amount of snowfall received 
in the Park City area, bicycles are typically available from late spring to late fall and are removed during the winter 
months for safety and to preserve the equipment.  

During winter months, snowfall can cause inaccessible conditions for the multi-use trails and sidewalks. Snow is 
typically plowed from the roads in the area onto the shoulders and adjacent landscaping. This can include onto 
sidewalks which can discourage use. Snow is typically cleared from sidewalks following the removal of snow from 
all streets in the area. 

Pedestrian and bicycle data crossing data was collected and synthesized for the SR-224/Ute Boulevard and SR-
224/Olympic Parkway intersections as well as the SR-224 undercrossing south of Olympic Parkway. The data was a 
mixture of the following: 

 AM and PM peak hour pedestrian crossing data from the January 2021 intersection turning movement 
volume counts 

 Pedestrian push button data from ATSPM online database 
 Daytime pedestrian and bicycle counts at both signals and the undercrossing from October 2022 
 A seven-month count summary of the SR-224 undercrossing from 2016 

Comparing daytime and peak hour count data to corresponding daily ATSPM push button data at Ute Boulevard 
and Olympic Parkway, an estimate of summer daily pedestrian crossings at both signals was developed. It should 
be noted that this method counted cyclists riding through intersection crosswalks as pedestrians. Then, the 
daytime October 2022 pedestrian and bicycle counts at the undercrossing were factored to a summer daily 
volume using the seven-month count data from 2016 (see Figure 6).  
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Figure 6: Seven-month Count Summary of SR-224 Undercrossing (2016) 

Table 9 summarizes the daily volume estimate for each location. The SR-224 undercrossing experiences the 
highest estimated daily usage at nearly 600 crossings per day. The Ute Boulevard intersection has consistent 
usage whereas the Olympic Parkway intersection sees the fewest crossings. Additionally, east-west crossings 
comprise 80 percent of total crossings at the Ute Boulevard intersection but only 25 percent of total crossings at 
the Olympic Parkway. Both these patterns are likely due to its proximity to the SR-224 undercrossing to Olympic 
Parkway and fewer developed destinations on the west side of SR-224 by Olympic Parkway. 

Table 9: SR-224 Intersection and Undercrossing Volume Summary 

Location Metric 
Summer 
Volume 
Estimate 

Percent East-West 
Crossings 

East-West 
Crossings 

Ute Boulevard 
Intersection 

Daily Pedestrian Crossings 
(all directions)1 250 80% 200 

Olympic Parkway 
Intersection 

Daily Pedestrian Crossings 
(all directions) 1 50 25% 15 

SR-224 Undercrossing 
south of Olympic 
Parkway 

Daily Pedestrian and 
Bicycle Crossings (east-
west) 

580 100% 580 

1. Cyclists riding on the sidewalk and crosswalk counted as pedestrians 

Safety 

Crash analysis was conducted with the most recently available three years of crash data (2019-2021) from the 
UDOT Traffic & Safety Division for roadways in the vicinity of Kimball Junction. This included SR-224 from 
Rasmussen to Olympic Parkway and the I-80 on/off ramps. There were approximately 215 total crashes over the 
three-year period, with one fatal crash, and eight serious injury crashes. There were two crashes involving a 
pedestrian and zero crashes involving cyclists. The two pedestrian-involved crashes accounted for the one fatal 
crash and one of the serious injury crashes in the analysis area. Crashes at the three signalized intersections 
accounted for 158, or nearly 75 percent, of the total crashes. 
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Table 10: Crash Summary 2019-2021 

Year Total Crashes Fatal Serious 
Injury 

Pedestrian-
involved 

Bicycle-
Involved 

2019 74 0 2 0 0 
2020 67 0 1 0 0 
2021 74 1 5 2 0 
Total 215 1 16 2 0 

For the last several years, UDOT has focused on reducing statewide fatal and serious injury crashes. There was 
one fatal crash and eight serious injury crashes within the analysis area for the three-year period 2019 to 2021. As 
mentioned, the one fatal crash in the analysis area involved a pedestrian. A vehicle on SR-224 ran the red light at 
Ute Boulevard and collided with other vehicles as well as a pedestrian standing on the raised median between 
northbound and southbound lanes. 

Of the eight serious injury crashes, four occurred at the SR-224/Ute Boulevard intersection, one occurred at the 
SR-224/Olympic Parkway intersection and three on SR-224 south of Olympic Parkway. Five of the eight serious 
injury crashes were angle crashes. The serious injury crash involving a pedestrian occurred at the SR-224/Ute 
Boulevard intersection when a vehicle turning right collided with a pedestrian entering the crosswalk. 

Figure 7 through Figure 9 present crash diagrams for the three signals in the analysis area. The diagrams label 
each crash by the year the crash occurred and indicate the direction and movements of the vehicles involved. 
Several patterns are evident from the diagrams. First, at the I-80 interchange SPUI, there are frequent rear-end 
collisions at the eastbound off-ramp. Rear-end crashes at an off-ramp are usually correlated with ramp 
congestion which matches observation and traffic data at this location. 

Second, there are frequent angle crashes at the SR-224/Ute Boulevard intersection particularly involving 
southbound vehicles turning left onto Ute Boulevard colliding with northbound through vehicles on SR-224. 
Roadways with heavy left-turn volumes and opposing through volumes tend to see high amounts of left-turn 
crashes, especially when permitted left-turn signal phasing is present. The SR-224/Ute Boulevard and SR-
224/Olympic Parkway intersections both operate with protected-permitted left-turn phasing for left turns from 
SR-224. Lastly, there are frequent rear-end collisions on northbound SR-224 at both Ute Boulevard and Olympic 
Parkway. Again, this is likely a reflection of the congestion experienced on SR-224 at these signals. 

UDOT currently has a planned project in 2025 to install dual northbound/southbound left-turn lanes on SR-224 at 
Ute Boulevard. These left-turn lanes will add capacity but also convert the phasing to protected only. The 
protected-only phasing is likely to help mitigate the strong pattern of angle crashes at the intersection. 
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Figure 7: SR-224/I-80 SPUI and SR-224/Rasmussen Road Crash Diagram 

 
Figure 8: SR-224/Ute Boulevard Crash Diagram 
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Figure 9: SR-224/Olympic Parkway Crash Diagram 

2050 NO ACTION TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

Travel Demand Modeling 

The Summit County/Wasatch County travel demand model (v1 - 2020-06-10) (referred to as the Summit County 
model in this document) was used for the purposes of generating 2050 no action traffic forecasts for use in the 
VISSIM traffic simulation model. The model is a traditional four-step travel demand model consisting of trip 
generation, trip distribution, model split, and trip assignment.  

This version of the Summit County model incorporated the model refinements to socioeconomic (SE) data and 
network structure identified through the Kimball Junction Area Plan. As such, no other model refinements were 
conducted. The following sections document the modeling methods and forecasts. 

Model Results 

2050 No Action Forecasts 

2050 no action conditions were modeled using the revised Kimball Junction model. Figure 10 shows the 2050 
Kimball Junction no action forecasts.  
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Figure 10: 2050 No Action Modeled Volumes 

 
Figure 11 compares the forecasted growth on SR-224 from the Summit County model with historic traffic 
volumes. As seen in Figure 11, the annual growth rate from the Summit County model (1.1% per year) is similar to 
the historic growth rate (0.9% per year). This indicates that the forecasts are reasonably in line with historic 
trends. Historic growth trends and traffic modeling for the 2050 no action condition forecasts an average daily 
volume of over 40,000 vehicles per day, or about a 30%-40% increase over existing conditions. 

Figure 11: SR-224 Growth Rate Comparison 
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Traffic Data 

The results from the Summit County travel demand model were used to develop the 2050 no action traffic 
volume forecasts for the study area.  As described previously, the travel demand model accounts for traffic 
volumes growth attributed to changes in both regional land uses as well as local land uses. The future 2050 no 
action traffic volumes are shown in Figure 12 for the weekday AM peak hour and Figure 13 for the weekday PM 
peak hour. 

 
Figure 12: No Action (2050) Weekday AM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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Figure 13: No Action (2050) Weekday PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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Traffic Operations 

Traffic operations along the corridor were evaluated for the 2050 no action conditions using the same VISSIM 
microsimulation traffic model which was used for existing conditions. This allows for a comparison between the 
existing and 2050 no action conditions to determine relative changes in traffic operations. Future improvements 
within the Kimball Junction area were included in the model to accurately represent 2050 conditions. This 
included installation of northbound and southbound dual left-turn lanes at the SR-224/Ute Boulevard 
intersection, which are programmed for construction in 2025. Additionally, the planned SR-224 BRT project was 
included as per the preferred alternative in the SR-224 environmental study. The elements of the BRT project that 
affect the study area include converting Route 10 to the BRT, modifying the Route 10 circulation pattern through 
the Kimball Junction Transit Center, adding transit-only lanes on the outside of SR-224 south of Olympic Parkway, 
adding dual northbound left-turn lanes and a transit-only westbound right-turn lane to the SR-224/Olympic 
Parkway intersection. Finally, signal timing cycle lengths, phase lengths, and offsets along the corridor were 
optimized to efficiently meet the changes in traffic demand during the weekday AM and PM peak hours.  

Traffic Operations 

Vehicle level of service (LOS) was calculated for each of the intersections using the intersection node data. Node 
data was collected in 15-minute increments to determine average vehicle delay at each intersection during the 
peak hour of each model. The peak hour of the AM model was 8:00 AM – 9:00 AM and the peak hour of the PM 
model was 4:00 PM – 5:00 PM. Using the average vehicle delay, level of service was determined from the HCM 
thresholds for unsignalized and signal-controlled intersections.  

Table 11 summarizes the results of the existing conditions traffic operations. Results from the existing traffic 
operations analysis are also included for comparison. As mentioned previously, unsignalized intersection LOS is 
defined on a separate scale than signalized intersections and is reported for the worst-performing approach 
rather than the intersection as a whole. Additionally, for this study, when intersections exceed the LOS F 
threshold by a significant margin, the average delay is reported as >100 seconds per vehicle for signalized 
intersections and >80 seconds per vehicle for unsignalized intersections. 

As shown in Table 11, overall conditions worsen from existing conditions with the increase in traffic volumes in 
the area. Every signalized intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F in at least one peak hour. When signalized 
intersections show better than LOS E or LOS F, it is likely due to upstream bottlenecks metering the traffic flow as 
discussed previously. As mentioned with existing conditions, due to the overcapacity conditions occurring at 
Olympic Parkway, vehicles at the intersections to the north are being artificially metered and are not serving the 
actual demand volumes. By remediating the traffic issues solely at the Olympic Parkway intersection, it is likely 
that the congestion points would be moved to either the Ute Boulevard or I-80 SPUI. 

Traffic performance at the unsignalized intersections is generally acceptable other than the delay for the 
northbound approach at the Ute Boulevard/Landmark Drive roundabout worsening from existing conditions. 
Again, the heavy southbound flow into the roundabout and queues along Ute Boulevard from the SR-224 signal 
are the key contributors to congestion at this location. 
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Table 11: Existing and 2050 No Action Peak Hour Intersection Vehicle Delay and LOS 

Location   Control Type 
Existing Conditions 2050 No Action Conditions 

Vehicle Delay 
 (sec / veh) 

LOS (Worst 
Approach) 

Vehicle Delay 
 (sec / veh) 

LOS (Worst 
Approach) 

Weekday AM Peak Hour 
SR-224/Rasmussen Rd Stop-

Controlled 11 B (WB) 14 B (WB) 

SR-224/I-80 SPUI Traffic Signal >100 F >100 F 
SR-224/Ute Blvd Traffic Signal 29 C 37 D 
SR-224/Olympic Pkwy Traffic Signal 30 C 36 D 
Ute Blvd/Landmark Dr Roundabout 3 A (NB) 9 A (NB) 
Olympic Pkwy/Landmark 
Dr 

Roundabout 2 A (SB) 6 A (SB) 

Ute Blvd/Uinta Way Roundabout 3 A (EB) 5 A (EB) 
Newpark Blvd/Uinta 
Way 

Roundabout 4 A (EB) 3 A (EB) 

Weekday PM Peak Hour 
SR-224/Rasmussen Rd Stop-

Controlled 12 B (WB) 12 B (WB) 

SR-224/I-80 SPUI Traffic Signal 25 C >100 F 
SR-224/Ute Blvd Traffic Signal 53 D 63 E 
SR-224/Olympic Pkwy Traffic Signal >100 F >100 F 
Ute Blvd/Landmark Dr Roundabout 56 F (NB) >80 F (NB) 
Olympic Pkwy/Landmark 
Dr 

Roundabout 2 A (WB) 8 A (SB) 

Ute Blvd/Uinta Way Roundabout 5 A (EB) 16 C (WB) 
Newpark Blvd/Uinta 
Way 

Roundabout 19 C (SB) 38 E (WB) 

Travel Times 

Using the same travel time segments and parameters in the existing peak hour VISSIM models, vehicular travel 
times for the 2050 no action were analyzed. Table 12 summarizes the AM and PM peak hour travel times from 
the VISSIM simulation model. Travel times for 2050 no action nearly double from existing conditions as 
congestion increases. This is anticipated due to the large increase of vehicles on the northbound approach 
traveling from the Canyons and Park City to I-80 as well as increases anticipated on the east and west side of SR-
224 at Kimball Junction.  
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Table 12: Existing and 2050 No Action AM and PM Peak Hour Travel Times 
Travel Time Segment Time 

Period 
VISSIM Average Travel Time (min) 

From To Existing 2050 No Action 

I-80 EB off ramp Gore SB SR-224 approx 1,100 ft 
south of Olympic Pkwy 

AM Peak 
Hour 5:30 11:00 

NB SR-224 at Canyons 
Resort Drive SR-224/I-80 SPUI PM Peak 

Hour 12:00 23:30 

Queues 

The weekday AM and PM peak hour vehicle queues were analyzed for the 2050 no action scenario. The queues 
were analyzed using the same methodology as was used for the existing weekday AM and PM peak hour 
conditions. Average and 95th percentile vehicle queues are reported in Table 13. The existing weekday AM and 
PM peak hour queues are also included to provide a comparison of the relative change expected between existing 
and 2050 no action conditions.  

For 2050 no action conditions, the AM peak hour eastbound off ramp queues extend on the I-80 mainline well 
past the Jeremy Ranch interchange. The PM peak hour queues extend past Canyons Resort Drive. The PM average 
queue and 95th percentile queue lengths are similar because the PM peak hour queues show no dissipation during 
the PM peak hour. 

Table 13: Existing and 2050 No Action AM and PM  Peak Hour Vehicle Queues 
 Existing 2050 No Action 

Average 
Queue (ft) 

95th 
Percentile 
Queue (ft) 

Average 
Queue (ft) 

95th 
Percentile 
Queue (ft) 

AM Peak Hour 
I-80 eastbound off ramp queue 1,900 ft  

(0.4 mi) 
2,600 ft 
(0.5 mi) 

12,300 ft  
(2.3 mi) 

19,400 ft  
(3.7 mi) 

PM Peak Hour 
S.R. 224 northbound queue at Olympic 
Parkway 

8,100 ft  
(1.5 mi) 

9,600 ft  
(1.8 mi) 

12,400 ft  
(2.4 mi) 

12,400 ft  
(2.4 mi) 

Transit 

Within the Kimball Junction Area, transit service is expected to maintain an important role in moving people to 
and through the area. Existing levels of transit service in the Kimball Junction Area are anticipated to be 
maintained or expanded in order to provide frequent and reliable service connecting the surrounding area. As 
previously mentioned, the SR-224 BRT is planned to be constructed within the next five years. Successful 
implementation of this project could lead to a higher percentage of users choosing transit as an option to 
navigate throughout the SR-224 corridor, including the Kimball Junction Area.  

Active Transportation 

With the planned development of vacant land uses in the Kimball Junction Area, it is likely that the area could 
become more walkable as potential destinations will be located closer together and there will be a higher density 
of complementary land uses. Similar to existing conditions, it will be important to determine where the desire 
paths are for people walking and to make sure these are constructed and maintained throughout the year to 
create a well-connected network for people walking and bicycling in the neighborhood on both sides of SR-224.  
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CONCLUSIONS 

This memorandum documents traffic conditions for existing and the 2050 no action scenario to support the 
Kimball Junction Environmental Study. The conclusions of the analysis are: 

Traffic 

Existing traffic conditions exhibit traffic operational concerns during the winter AM and PM peak hours. Several of 
the study intersections operate at LOS E or LOS F which indicates heavy vehicle delays with long queues and 
extended travel times. Traffic volume growth is expected along the SR-224 corridor and on both sides of the 
Kimball Junction neighborhood by 2050. In the 2050 no action conditions, severe congestion is anticipated to 
occur, particularly for the I-80 eastbound off ramp during the AM peak hour and the northbound direction of SR-
224 during the weekday PM peak hour. Average vehicle delay, vehicle travel times, and queue lengths are all 
anticipated to grow from existing to 2050 no action conditions. Travel times during peak hours for key 
movements are anticipated to nearly double from existing conditions for vehicles traveling northbound on SR-224 
to I-80.  

Transit 

Transit service within the Kimball Junction area is concentrated around the Kimball Junction Transit Center on the 
west side of SR-224. This center is served by multiple, local fixed routes and on-demand micro-transit service. A 
regional connection to Salt Lake City is also available. Within five years, the Route 10 is expected to be converted 
into a BRT with the construction of transit-only lanes on the sides of SR-224. As vehicle volumes and travel times 
within the Kimball Junction area and along the SR-224 corridor are anticipated to increase by the 2050 horizon 
year, it is important to find alternative ways to move people more efficiently using less space throughout the 
basin.  

Active Transportation 

The Kimball Junction area currently has a robust network of multiuse paths on both sides of SR-224 providing 
access throughout the basin as well as to multiple recreational opportunities. Within the Kimball Junction area, 
there are two grade separated crossings of I-80 as well as one grade-separated crossing of SR-224 and two 
signalized at-grade pedestrian crosswalks. As the Kimball Junction area continues to develop and densify, it is 
likely that walking and bicycling to different uses could become a more attractive transportation option. There will 
be increased demand to cross SR-224 by active transportation users. 

 

 

 

 



November 11, 20202 
Page 25 of 30 

 

APPENDIX A: ANALYSIS TIMEFRAME CONTEXTUAL DATA 

The following represents data used to identify the analysis timeframe for the study. It is a compilation of travel 
time, flow, and speed data obtained from the UDOT ClearGuide and PeMS platforms. 

Clearguide travel time and speed data were gathered for a southbound route and northbound route as shown in 
Figure A-1. Vehicular travel times and speeds were analyzed for the time period from April 1, 2021 to April 1, 
2022. Figures A-2 and A-3 show the average southbound travel times during the AM peak period (7:00 AM to 
10:00 AM) for a 12-month period and a four-month winter time period. Figure A-4 illustrates the relationship 
between travel times and flow rates for the four-month winter time period. The four-month winter 85th 
percentile travel time is noted in Figure A-3 and A-4. Figures A-5 to A-8 summarize daily speed contours for each 
winter month. Figures A-9 through A-15 present similar information for the northbound route. 

 
Southbound Route Northbound Route 

  

Figure A-1: ClearGuide Travel Time Routes 
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Figure A-2: Southbound AM (7:00-10:00 AM) Average Travel Times April 1, 2021 to April 1, 2022 

 
Figure A-3: Southbound AM (7:00-10:00 AM) Average Travel Times Dec 1, 2021 to April 1, 2022 

 
Figure A-4: Southbound AM (7:00-10:00 AM) Average Travel Time Versus Total Flow Dec 1, 2021 to April 1, 2022 

 

85th Percentile 
Travel Time 

85th Percentile 
Travel Time 
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Figure A-5: Southbound Daily Speed Contours December 2021 

 
Figure A-6: Southbound Daily Speed Contours January 2022 

 
Figure A-7: Southbound Daily Speed Contours February 2022 
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Figure A-8: Southbound Daily Speed Contours March 2022 

 
Figure A-9: Northbound AM (3:00-7:00 PM) Average Travel Times April 1, 2021 to April 1, 2022 

 
Figure A-10: Northbound AM (3:00-7:00 PM) Average Travel Times Dec 1, 2021 to April 1, 2022 

85th Percentile 
Travel Time 
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Figure A-11: Northbound AM (3:00-7:00 PM) Average Travel Time Versus Total Flow Dec 1, 2021 to April 1, 2022 

 
Figure A-12: Northbound Daily Speed Contours December 2021 

 

85th Percentile 
Travel Time 
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Figure A-13: Northbound Daily Speed Contours January 2022 

 
Figure A-14: Northbound Daily Speed Contours February 2022 

 
Figure A-15: Northbound Daily Speed Contours March 2022 
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224

Impact to Del Taco and strip mall
buildings with extra width from
two-way frontage roads.

Northbound exit ramps swings out to the east 
to align with the frontage road across Olympic 
Pkwy. Reconstruct Redstone Ave on the curve, 
impacts to development green space.

Buildings
impacted

Building impacted

Impact to office building
with width from two-way
frontage roads.

Tech Center D
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Redstone Ave.
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Cub Dr.

Landmark Dr.

Pheasant Way
To Salt Lake City
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 Pk
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Existing Trail Network (Active Transportation)
Realigned Trails and Paths Within the Study Area

Close Ute access 
across SR-224. SR-224 
is approximately 10' 
below existing ground

Maximum merge distance available after S-curve is 
approximately 300’, which is substandard. Raised median 
remains in place and the frontage road keeps the 
separated left turn lane

Lanes are offset from SR-224 to line up with the 
northbound frontage road lanes and must S-curve 
to meet with SR-224

Multiple movements and signal cycles required for proposed 
two-way frontage roads. Left turn lanes are split into two
turn lanes for each movement (four total) in the center of 
the bridge. Additional widening at the bridge and on both 
sides of the median is required to line up the turn lanes 
with the existing roads

Original concept included one-way frontage roads which are 
now proposed as two-way frontage roads. Two 12' lanes in 
each direction requiring a raised concrete median between 
directions to reduce driver confusion

Proposed road cap approximately 115' 
wide by 400' long (46,000 square feet)

At grade midblock crossing, across two sets of 
two-way frontage roads, suggest using an overhead 
signal or a flashing beacon for pedestrian visibility

Two-way frontage roads

Two-way frontage roads

SR-224 profile is at-grade with frontage road

ALTERNATIVE B+: SUMMIT COUNTY’S ALTERNATIVE B+ CONCEPTUAL DESIGN USING UDOT STANDARDS



ALTERNATIVE A AND C: PEDESTRIAN OVERPASS AND RAMP OPTIONS

Alternative C is shown in black line work. Design is also compatible with 
Alternative A.

Alternative C is shown in black line work. Design is also compatible with Alternative A.Alternative C is shown in black line work. Design is also compatible with Alternative A.

Ramp structures are shown. Ramps could also be constructed as earthwork fill between 
retaining walls (solid) within the existing Right-of-Way

PEDESTRIAN OVERPASS WITH STRAIGHT RAMPS PEDESTRIAN OVERPASS WITH OVAL RAMP PEDESTRIAN OVERPASS WITH SPIRAL

Elevated ramp 
structure, supported on 
columns. Approximately 
400' long and 5% grade

12' trail at-grade, parallel to SR-224. North/south 
pedestrian traffic that isn't planning to cross can remain 
at-grade rather than climb the ramps. Trail is placed east 
of the ramps to provide separation from SR-224.

Ground drops off to east.  Additional material 
needed to support trail.

Elevated ramp structure, supported on columns. 
Approximately 400' long and 5% grade

Place ramp structure outside 
of roadway clear zone, 20-24'

Follows existing trail 
location and elevation

Three-level oval ramp 
structure approximately 25' 
high, 5% grade with 
minimum 8' between each 
level. Ramps are 100' long, 
turns landings have 38' 
diameter, columns have a 
10' diameter.

12' trail at-grade next to SR-224. 
North/south pedestrian traffic 
that isn't planning to cross can 
remain at-grade rather than climb 
the ramps.

Shown as 10' minimum separation 
from SR-224.

12' trail at-grade next to SR-224. 
North/south pedestrian traffic 
that isn't planning to cross can 
remain at-grade rather than climb 
the ramps.

Shown as 10' minimum separation 
from SR-224.

Landing approximately 25' 
above existing ground

Three rotation spiral 
ramp structure. 
Approximately 30' high, 
5% grade, minimum 8' 
between each level with 
118' outer diameter.

Landing approximately 20.5' 
above existing ground

Structure Impact: 
Del Taco

Landing approximately 2' 
above existing ground

Landing approximately 20' 
above existing ground

Landing approximately 
13' above existing 
ground

Proposed trail follows 
existing ground

Proposed trail follows 
existing ground

Begin the ramp to the 
landing area

Begin the ramp to the 
landing area

Follows existing trail 
location and elevation

Flat landing area 
on the west side. 
Approximately 6’ 
above existing 
ground

At-grade Trail

Structure (Bridge or Ramp)
Existing Property Line

Ramp

At-grade Trail

Structure (Bridge or Ramp)
Existing Property Line

Ramp

At-grade Trail

Structure (Bridge or Ramp)
Existing Property Line

Ramp
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Ute Blvd.Ute Blvd.

Olympic Pkwy.Olympic Pkwy.
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Existing Trail Network (Active Transportation)

Realigned Trails and Paths Within the Study Area

Cut/fill

Roadway curbs

1

3

2

4
6

5

8

7

9

1

Landmark extended to north and crosses I-80 
on a new bridge. Signalized intersections 
added to one-way frontage roads

3
Roundabout at Ute/
Landmark replaced with 
signalized intersection 
to accommodate 
increased traffic from 
interchange

2

Free-right turn 
lane added from 
eastbound I-80 
off-ramp to 
southbound 
SR-224

10
Alternative A ties into Landmark Drive which is assumed 
to be widened to four lanes by Summit County as part of 
their Phase 1 Long Range Transportation Plan 

4

New east-west 
pedestrian 
underpass added 
under SR-224 
south of Ute. 
North-south 
trails between 
Ute and Olympic 
are shifted away 
from SR-224 to 
allow for ADA- 
compatible 
pedestrian ramps 

New buffered bike 
lane from Olympic 
intersection to 
Rasmussen Road

Intersection 
improvements

5 6

5

6

4

New eastbound lane from SR-224 
to Olympic roundabout added and 
extended to roundabout

9

New trail 
connection added 
to southeast 
corner of Olympic

8

7 8 9

Three through 
lanes between 
Ute and Olympic. 
Separate right 
turn lanes with 
space for a bike 
lane added at 
intersections

7

Proposed alternative

Existing or work by others
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ALTERNATIVE A: SPLIT DIAMOND INTERCHANGE WITH INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS

Split-diamond interchange
with bridge crossing

Add third travel lane in both directions
on SR-224 from Olympic to Ute

Pedestrian undercrossing

One-way
frontage roads

10
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ALTERNATIVE C: INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS WITH PEDESTRIAN ENHANCEMENTS

5

6

1

3
4

7
9

8

2

224

3 4

8 9

2

1

5 6 7

New east-west pedestrian 
underpass is added under 
SR-224 south of Ute 
Blvd.North-south trails 
between Ute and Olympic 
are shifted away from 
SR-224 to allow for ADA 
compatible pedestrian 
ramps. 

Intersection 
improvements

Intersection 
improvements

Dual-right turn lane from SR-224 to Eastbound 
I-80 adds an additional lane on the on-ramp

Free-right turn 
lane is added
from the 
eastbound I-80
off-ramp to 
southbound
SR-224

Second right turn lane is added from 
northbound SR-224 to the eastbound
I-80 on-ramp

Second lane added to 
southern approach 
at Ute and Landmark 
roundabout

New buffered bike lane 
from Olympic intersection 
to Rasmussen Road

North-south trail 
between Ute and 
Olympic shifted 
away from SR-224 
and trail connection 
to pedestrian 
undercrossing 
lengthened to meet 
ADA requirements

Three through lanes are 
maintained between Ute 
and Olympic. Separate 
right turn lanes with 
space for a bike lane are 
added at the 
intersections

Trail connection added to
southeast corner at Olympic

8

5

5

4

6
7

9
New eastbound lane from 
SR-224 to Olympic roundabout
added and extended

Existing Trail Network (Active Transportation)

Realigned Trails and Paths Within the Study Area

Cut/fill

Roadway curbs

Proposed alternative

Existing or work by others

Add additional lane on I-80
eastbound off-ramp

Right-turn lane from the eastbound
I-80 off-ramp to Ute

Extended left-turn lane

Extended right-turn lane
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