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Abstract

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

e 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 queue lengths on I-80 off-ramps;

¢ Improving pedestrian and bicyclist mobility and accessibility throughout the needs assessment evaluation
area; and

e Maintaining or improving transit travel times throughout the needs assessment evaluation area.

The primary alternatives carried forward for detailed study in this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) are the
No-Action Alternative and the following two action alternatives.

Alternative A: Split Diamond Interchange with Intersection Improvements consists of a split-diamond
interchange configuration on |-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 (traffic signals at each off-ramp), and the interchange traffic would be split between the existing
location at SR-224 and a new intersection with a bridge crossing 1-80 to the west of SR-224.

The split-diamond interchange would disperse traffic between the new access and SR-224 by providing easier
access to residential and commercial locations in the Kimball Junction area. One-way frontage roads for both
eastbound and westbound directions would connect the two intersections and tie into the on- and off-ramps for
[-80. The shared-use path on the south side of I-80 and the existing pedestrian bridge over 1-80 would remain in
place for pedestrian comfort. A pedestrian undercrossing at Ute Boulevard, intersection improvements, and a
buffered bike lane along SR-224 are proposed to move all users more efficiently through the area. Intersection
improvements include adding northbound and southbound through lanes on SR-224 between Olympic Parkway
and 1-80.

Alternative C: Intersection Improvements with Pedestrian Enhancements consists of spot improvements and
widening areas of existing pavement while keeping most of the existing Kimball Junction area layout and
pavement in place, including the existing 1-80 and SR-224 SPUI. This alternative consists of additional through
travel lanes, additional turn lanes at the intersections to improve intersection efficiency and improvements for
pedestrian and bicyclist accessibility. The main improvements would consist of adding dual left-turn lanes at
Olympic Parkway for southbound-to-eastbound movement, adding dual left-turn lanes at Ute Boulevard for
southbound-to-eastbound and northbound-to-westbound movement, and building a pedestrian undercrossing
south of Ute Boulevard.

This alternative 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.

Environmental impacts in 15 resource categories are evaluated in this EIS, and mitigation measures to reduce the
impacts are described. Impacts to the natural environment as well as social and economic impacts have been
minimized through coordination with the public, resource agencies, and local governments.

After evaluating the information in this Draft EIS, the project file, and public and agency input to date, UDOT has
identified Alternative C: Intersection Improvements with Pedestrian Enhancements as the preferred alternative.

UDOT will issue a single Final EIS and Record of Decision document pursuant to 23 USC 139(n)(2) unless UDOT
determines that statutory criteria or practicability considerations preclude issuing a combined document pursuant to
that section.

Comments on this Draft EIS are due April 28, 2025, and can be emailed to kimballjunctioneis@utah.gov; submitted
on the project website under the Comment tab at https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov; or mailed to Kimball
Junction EIS c/o HDR, 2825 E. Cottonwood Parkway #200, Cottonwood Heights, UT 84121.
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PM2s particulate matter 2.5 microns in diameter or less
R Rule

RDCC Resource Development Coordinating Committee
ROD Record of Decision

RPO rural planning organization

RV recreational vehicle

Section 106 Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act

Section 303(d)  Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act

Section 4(f) Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act
Section 401 Section 401 of the Clean Water Act

Section 404 Section 404 of the Clean Water Act

Section 6(f) Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act

Section 7 Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act
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Chapter S: Summary

S.1 Who is leading the project?

In December 2022, the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) initiated an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the Kimball Junction Project according to the provisions of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) regulations and guidelines, and other pertinent
environmental laws, regulations, and directives.

UDOT, as the project sponsor and lead agency for the project, is responsible for preparing the Kimball
Junction EIS. The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable federal
environmental laws for this action have been carried out by UDOT pursuant to 23 United States Code (USC)
Section 327 and a May 26, 2022, Memorandum of Understanding between FHWA and UDOT.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency are involved as
cooperating agencies in the development of this EIS.

S.2 Where is the project located, and why is the
project needed?

The needs assessment evaluation area (Figure S.2-1) for the Kimball Junction Project includes the
Interstate 80 (1-80) and State Route 224 (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 in
Summit County, Utah. The evaluation area also extends from milepost (MP) 143.2 to MP 145.6 on [-80.

SR-224 is a four-lane arterial road and a major north—south route that connects the Park City community,
including Main Street, Deer Valley Resort, and Park City Mountain Resort, with key Snyderville Basin
destinations such as Canyons Village at Park City and Kimball Junction and other roads and destinations
such as [-80 and the Salt Lake Valley. In addition to SR-224 and I-80, the main roads in the evaluation area
are Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway.
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Figure S.2-1. Needs Assessment Evaluation Area
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As described in Section 1.2.1, Need for the Project, in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, the Kimball Junction
Project is intended to address the expected transportation mobility needs for all users 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. This delay is due to projected growth in population,
employment, tourism, and development in the Kimball Junction area, in surrounding areas, and regionally.
The projected growth in the area is expected to create future (2050) failing conditions at the intersections of
SR-224 and 1-80, Ute Boulevard, and Olympic Parkway leading to travel delay and unreliable travel times. In
addition, vehicle queues on the 1-80 off-ramps are expected to extend back onto mainline 1-80, which will
result in unsafe travel conditions.

UDOT also looked at expected active transportation mobility needs in the needs assessment evaluation
area, related in part to future upgrades in transit service as well as to growth of the regional trail system,
community interest in walking and bicycling, and developing land uses in the evaluation area. These factors
will lead to growing east—west active transportation (walking and bicycling) demand across SR-224, which
will require additional crossing facilities.

Finally, because of 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: the SR-224 Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project. Although the SR-224 BRT Project has independent
utility from the Kimball Junction Project, the Kimball Junction Project’s design will accommodate any
approved transit upgrades that are part of the SR-224 BRT Project.

S.3 What is the purpose of the project?

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

e Improving operations and travel times on SR-224 from the 1-80 interchange through Olympic
Parkway;

e Improving safety by reducing vehicle queue lengths on I-80 off-ramps;

e Improving pedestrian and bicyclist mobility and accessibility throughout the needs assessment
evaluation area; and

e Maintaining or improving transit travel times throughout the evaluation area.

The Federal Register notice for this EIS was posted on December 21, 2022. On December 15, 2022, UDOT
published a Draft Purpose and Need Technical Report (UDOT 2022) for review by the agencies and the
public. The draft purpose and need was also discussed at the agency scoping meeting held on January 9,
2023. A scoping comment period was held from December 27, 2022, through January 27, 2023.
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S.4 What is the history of the project?

Before the Kimball Junction EIS process was initiated, many transportation planning studies were conducted
in and around the needs assessment evaluation area (for more information, see Section 1.1.2, Background,
in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need).

The most relevant study was the Kimball Junction and SR-224 Area Plan (Area Plan; UDOT 2021), which
was developed to summarize the transportation 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.

An objective of the Area Plan process was to work with the study partners, including Summit County and
Park City, 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 1-80
interchange and the two at-grade traffic signals at Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway on SR-224.

Together with the study partners and the
public, the study team developed a wide
range of over 30 conceptual alternatives that

could be implemented to address the study I | , ; lLated -
goals and identified problems and Develop Alternatives to be evaluate
opportunities. The conceptual alternatives

included a wide range of potential solutions, Level 1A Screening: Fatal-flaw analysis

such as bypass lanes, new interchange :

locations :Ed configurations intersec?ion Level 1B Screening: Goals, problems

, 9 ' _ and opportunities

improvements, and intersection and access

. . Level 2 Screening: Traffic, health and the
point changes in the study area. environment, incorporation of desired

Figure S.4-1. Overview of the Kimball Junction Area
Plan’s Alternatives Development and Screening Process

transit and active transportation movements

The conceptual alternatives were assessed
using a two-step screening process as

shown in Figure S.4-1 to determine which i
alternatives were reasonable and feasible aItDeerJ;laailt?\?es '
and should be considered for further study. o

or future
Based on the results of the alternatives study

development and Levels 1 and 2 screening
processes, UDOT advanced three action
alternatives that combined improvements on the 1-80 and SR-224 interchange, on the SR-224 mainline, and
on adjacent roads in the needs assessment evaluation area for further evaluation in the EIS.

For more information regarding Level 1 and Level 2 screening criteria, measurements, and results, see the
Area Plan, which is available on the Kimball Junction EIS website (https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov),
and Appendix 2A, Final Alternatives Development and Screening Results Report, of this EIS.
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S.5 What alternatives were considered for the project?

The EIS process began in the winter of 2022. As illustrated in Figure S.5-1 below, UDOT conducted a four-
level screening evaluation of alternatives that spanned the Area Plan and EIS processes. UDOT conducted
Level 1 and Level 2 screening during the 2021 Area Plan process described above in Section S.4 and
conducted Level 3 and Level 4 screening during the EIS process. As described in Section S.4, three
conceptual alternatives were advanced from the Level 1 and Level 2 screening evaluations completed
during the Area Plan for further evaluation in the Draft EIS.

S.5.1 Alternatives Refinement and Screening during the EIS Process

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 three 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.

e 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.

e 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.

In addition, UDOT simplified the names of the three conceptual alternatives that were recommended by the
study partners in the Area Plan for further study in EIS, as shown in Table S.5-1.

Table S.5-1. New Names for EIS Alternatives

Alternative 1: Half-diamond interchange and tight-diamond interchange with Alternative A: Split Diamond Interchange with
through movements, Texas U-turns, and a pedestrian tunnel at Ute Boulevard Intersection Improvements

Alternative 3: Grade-separated intersections with enhanced pedestrian Alternative B: Grade-separated Intersections with
crossing facilities at Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway and alternate One-way Frontage Roads to the I-80 Interchange
connections to the I-80 interchange

Alternative 4: Combination of stand-alone surface street improvements Alternative C: Intersection Improvements with

Pedestrian Enhancements
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Figure S.5-1. Overview of the Kimball Junction EIS Alternatives Development and Screening Process
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UDOT conducted an initial traffic evaluation on the conceptual alternatives resulting from the Area Plan
process to determine whether they met applicable design criteria and 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 before Level 3 screening
was conducted.

During this initial traffic evaluation on the conceptual alternatives, Alternative B resulting from the Area Plan
process failed the Level 3 screening traffic criteria because multiple intersections would fail and vehicles
would back onto the 1-80 mainline. The design of Alternative B was then 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 remained consistent with both the conceptual and Refined
Alternative B, although Refined Alternative B resulted in a wider footprint to pass the traffic-related screening
measures.

Along with refinements to Alternative B, Alternatives A and C were also further refined and developed in
enough design detail to allow UDOT to forecast future traffic in 2050 for the roadway alternatives.

S.5.2 Summary of EIS Screening Process

During Level 3 screening, the alternatives were screened against criteria pertaining to travel time,
intersection level of service, percent served, length of vehicle queues, pedestrian and bicyclist level of traffic
stress, and walking and transit travel times. Attachment D, Kimball Junction Alternatives and Traffic
Modeling Data Report, of Appendix 2A, Final Alternatives Development and Screening Results Report, of
this EIS includes the traffic and active transportation modeling methodology, data, and figures used for
Level 3 screening.

Level 3 screening analysis showed that, while the refined Alternative B meets traffic criteria, it did not
improve pedestrian and bicyclist mobility and accessibility throughout the needs assessment 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 and
passed all Level 3 screening measures.

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, UDOT decided that both Refined
Alternatives A and C would advance for detailed evaluation in this 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 impacts to waters of the United States, the most relocations, and the
highest cost, UDOT eliminated Refined Alternative B from further consideration.

S.5.3 Additional Alternatives Development

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 after completion of the Draft EIS screening
process. Summit County specifically requested that the improvements on SR-224 included with
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Alternative C also be included in Alternative A. Several members of the public requested that bike lanes be
included in 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. This design
improvement also allowed striped and buffered bike lanes to be added between the through lane and the
right-turn lane. The buffered bike lanes provide a striped buffer between the bike lane and the vehicle travel
lane, thereby providing more formal separation from vehicle travel lanes and greater safety at the two
intersections. Alternative C was also improved to include striped and buffered bike lanes.

S.6 What alternatives were carried forward for detailed
analysis in the EIS?

Based on the results of the alternatives refinement, the Level 3 and 4 screening process, and additional
improvements made to the alternatives based on Summit County’s and public comments, UDOT advanced
the following three alternatives for further study in the EIS.

S.6.1 No-Action Alternative

NEPA requires an analysis of a No-Action Alternative. With this alternative, the Kimball Junction Project
would not be implemented. This alternative serves as a baseline so that decision-makers can compare the
effects of the action alternatives.

S.6.2 Alternative A: Split Diamond Interchange with Intersection
Improvements

As shown in Figure S.6-1, this alternative consists of a split-diamond interchange configuration on 1-80 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 (traffic signals at each off-ramp), and
the interchange traffic would be split between the existing location at SR-224 and a new intersection with a
bridge crossing 1-80 to the west of SR-224.

The split-diamond interchange would disperse traffic between the new access and SR-224 by providing
easier access to residential and commercial locations in the Kimball Junction area. One-way frontage roads
for both eastbound and westbound directions would connect the two intersections and tie into the on- and
off-ramps for 1-80. The shared-use path on the south side of I-80 and the existing pedestrian bridge over 1-80
would remain in place for pedestrian comfort. A pedestrian undercrossing at Ute Boulevard, intersection
improvements, and a buffered bike lane along SR-224 are proposed to move all users more efficiently
through the area. Intersection improvements include adding northbound and southbound through lanes on
SR-224 between Olympic Parkway and [-80.

For more details regarding Alternative A, including its connection to Landmark Drive, see Section 2.5.2,
Alternative A, in Chapter 2, Alternatives.
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S.6.3 Alternative C: Intersection Improvements with Pedestrian
Enhancements

As shown in Figure S.6-2, this alternative consists of spot improvements and widening areas of existing
pavement while keeping most of the existing Kimball Junction area layout and pavement in place, including
the existing I-80 and SR-224 SPUI. This alternative consists of additional through travel lanes, additional
turn lanes at the intersections to improve intersection efficiency and improvements for pedestrian and
bicyclist accessibility. The main improvements would consist of adding dual left-turn lanes at Olympic
Parkway for southbound-to-eastbound movement, adding dual left-turn lanes at Ute Boulevard for
southbound-to-eastbound and northbound-to-westbound movement, and building a pedestrian
undercrossing south of Ute Boulevard.

This alternative 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.

For more details regarding Alternative C, see Section 2.5.3, Alternative C, in Chapter 2, Alternatives.

The alternatives development, refinement, and screening process is documented in Appendix 2A, Final
Alternatives Development and Screening Results Report, of this EIS.
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Figure S.6-1. Alternative A: Split Diamond Interchange with Intersection Improvements
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Figure S.6-2. Alternative C: Intersection Improvements with Pedestrian Enhancements
£ 7% Mg ) N\ - 8 k. S ~ ¢ '_\.’ $ > p

Add additional lane on I-80
_easthound off-ramp

e

Right-turn lane from the eastbound g
1-80 off-ramp to Ute i

Dual-right turn lane from SR-224 to Eastbound
1-80 adds an additional lane on the on-ramp

il s s

s ol

913
Second lane added to
southern approach
at Ute and Landmark
roundabout

North-south trail
between Ute and
Olympic shifted
away from SR-224
and trail connection

New east-west pedestrian
underpass is added under
- SR-224 south of Ute

Blvd.North-south trails

to pedestrian ' between Ute and Olympic
undercrossing ‘ are shifted away from
lengthened to meet SR-224 to allow for ADA
ADA requirements § i compatible pedestrian

Free-right turn
ramps.

lane is added ¢

from the Second right turn lane is added from
eastbound I-80 | ; northbound SR-224 to the eastbound
off-ramp to 1-80 on-ramp

southbound :

Three through lanes are
maintained between Ute
and Olympic. Separate

| right turn lanes with
space for a bike lane are
added at the
intersections

Proposed alternative

Existing or work by others

Existing Trail Network (Active Transportation)}

New eastbound lane from 5
SR-224 to Olympic roundabout Intersection
| added and extended improvements

Realigned Trails and Paths Within the Study Area

| | LI il

Roadway curbs

onnection added to e Cut/fill

southeast corner at Olympic

March 2025
Utah Department of Transportation




Kimball Junction
II ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT

S.7 What impacts would the project have?

Table S.7-1 summarizes the environmental impacts of the No-Action and action alternatives. For detailed
information about the environmental impacts of the project alternatives, see Chapter 3, Affected
Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Mitigation Measures.

S.8 Which alternative does UDOT prefer, and what
benefits does the alternative have?

After evaluating the information in this Draft EIS, the project file, and public and agency input to date, UDOT
has identified Alternative C: Intersection Improvements with Pedestrian Enhancements as the
preferred alternative.

Alternatives A and C would similarly improve operations and travel times on SR-224 from the 1-80
interchange through Olympic Parkway, would similarly improve level of service and percent served at
intersections in the needs assessment evaluation area, would similarly improve BRT travel times through the
evaluation area, and would similarly improve pedestrian and bicyclist mobility and accessibility throughout
the evaluation area.

However, Alternative C would result in a greater reduction in travel delay and faster travel speeds through

the needs assessment evaluation area during both the AM and PM peak periods than Alternative A, would
provide acceptable level of service at all intersections in the needs assessment evaluation area, and would
result in off-ramp vehicle queue lengths that are 200 feet shorter than with Alternative A. Alternative C is a

more reasonable expenditure of funds for the anticipated operational benefits compared to Alternative A.

S.9 Who will decide which alternative is selected for
construction?

UDOT will decide which alternative is selected for construction. However, UDOT’s decision will rely heavily
on both technical information and agency and community input. The final decision will be documented in the
Record of Decision supported by information in the Final EIS. The combined Record of Decision and Final
EIS are anticipated to be published in the summer of 2025.
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Table S.7-1. Resource Impacts from Each Project Alternative

Impacts to local roadway
network

Pedestrian and bicyclist
improvements

Land converted to roadway
use

Consistent with local land use
plans

Potential residential
relocations

Potential business relocations
Utility impacts

Recreation areas/trails
affected

Community facilities affected

Air quality impacts above
regulations

Receptors with modeled
noise levels above criteria

Water quality improvements
Impacts to aquatic resources

S-14

None

None

Acres

Yes/no

Number

Number
Level
Number

Number
Yes/no

Number

Yes/no
Acres

o Congestion levels at the interchange
and the rest of the study area would
continue to increase from the existing
conditions in 2022 and would reach
severe congestion by 2050.

o The operational deficiencies described
in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, would
not be corrected.

None

No

139

No

o |mproves operations, vehicle and BRT
travel times, and safety.

o Offers direct access between I-80 and
the west side of Kimball Junction.

¢ Increases traffic on Landmark Drive.

o Adds striped and buffered bike lanes to
SR-224 in the pedestrian and bicyclist
issues evaluation area and adds one

pedestrian underpass at Ute Boulevard.

4.86

Yes

0
Highest
0

No
138

Yes
0.044
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Impact Category m No-Action Alternative Alternative A Alternative C

o |mproves operations, vehicle and BRT
travel times, and safety.

o Adds striped and buffered bike lanes to
SR-224 in the pedestrian and bicyclist
issues evaluation area and adds one
pedestrian underpass at Ute Boulevard.

3.5

Yes

139

Yes
0.004

(Continued on next page)
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Table S.7-1. Resource Impacts from Each Project Alternative

Impact Category m No-Action Alternative Alternative A Alternative C

Direct impacts to threatened,  Acres
endangered, and sensitive

species

Adverse impacts to cultural Number 0 0 0
resources

Hazardous waste sites Number 0 2 2

affected (high, moderate, and
low risk sites combined)

Floodplain impacts Acres 0 0.79 0
Visual changes Category Neutral Neutral Neutral
Section 4(f) uses Number 0 0 0
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S.10 How much would the project cost, and when and
how would it be constructed?

To help compare Alternatives A and C, UDOT developed preliminary cost estimates (Table S.10-1). These
estimates are based on the preliminary engineering conducted for the action alternatives and include the
total project cost for construction, right-of-way acquisition, utility relocation, and design engineering. The cost
estimates are based on 2026 dollars. The actual construction cost would change depending on the year of
construction to account for inflation, but the cost is expected to change proportionally for the two
alternatives.

The selected alternative would be constructed based on available funding. UDOT could construct portions of
the selected alternative based on the amount of funding while considering safety and operational benefits.
As of the publication of this Draft EIS, funding has not yet been allocated for the Kimball Junction Project.
However, the project is included in UDOT’s Utah Long-range Transportation Plan 2023—2050 (UDOT 2023)
as a Phase 1 project (2023-2032).

Table S.10-1. Preliminary Cost Estimate
In 2026 dollars

Alternative A: Alternative C:
Split Diamond Interchange with Intersection Improvements with
Alternative Cost Category Intersection Improvements Pedestrian Enhancements
Right-of-way (strip takes) $5,293,000 $3,307,000
Roadway and structures $56,616,000 $20,224,000
Utilities $10,711,000 $6,062,000
Drainage $10,187,000 $4,123,000
Traffic control and maintenance of traffic $2,862,000 $859,000
Miscellaneous (CE, PE, and contingency) 2 $38,242,000 $13,895,000
Total cost $123,911,999 $48,580,000

Definitions: CE = construction engineering; PE = preliminary engineering
a2 Note that this category includes 20% items not estimated contingency to account for final design elements that have not been
analyzed at this level of design.
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S.11 What major themes were identified in comments
submitted during the EIS process?

UDOT designed this EIS process to comply with all federal laws by reaching out to the public agencies and
tribes to solicit input and provide an opportunity to collaborate on defining the project purpose and need,
identifying potential alternatives, and developing screening criteria. UDOT requested comments during these
key milestones.

S.11.1 Scoping

During the scoping period, UDOT received over 170 individual comment submissions from the public on the
conceptual alternatives resulting from the Kimball Junction and SR-224 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.

Copies of the comments received during the scoping period are included in the Scoping Summary Report on
the project website. UDOT considered these scoping comments during the alternatives development and
screening process and Draft EIS impact analyses where applicable.

S.11.2 Alternatives Development and Screening Methodology

During the comment period on the Alternatives Development and Screening Methodology Report, UDOT
received 77 public comments. Most comments did not pertain to the proposed alternatives screening
methodology, criteria, or measures; instead, they referred to preferences for one or more of the conceptual
alternatives presented at the January 2023 scoping meetings or invoked environmental issues that would 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, pedestrian
options and safety, public transit options, how alternatives might affect existing businesses, and the cost of
the alternatives.

S.11.3 Draft Alternatives Development and Screening Results

During the public comment period for the Draft Alternatives Development and Screening Results Report,
UDOT received about 135 individual comment submissions from the public. Comments were submitted on a
variety of topics including the purpose and need, population growth, traffic growth and analysis, opinions on
(or modifications to) the alternatives, suggestions for new alternatives, environmental concerns, active
transportation options and safety, public transit, and economic impacts of the project. Several comments
requested that the project be included in the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program. A summary of
the comments received is included in the Final Alternatives Development and Screening Results Report. In
addition, UDOT posted a frequently asked questions document on the website.
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Although UDOT considered all comments, UDOT did not necessarily make changes to the alternatives or
screening evaluation measures in response to each comment. In response to the comments received,
UDOT evaluated two new alternatives: Summit County’s Alternative B+ and Summit County’s request for a
pedestrian overpass in place of the proposed pedestrian underpass included with Alternatives A and C. In
addition, based on public comments, UDOT made additional changes to the existing Alternatives A and C
that are described in Section S.5.3, Additional Alternatives Development.

S.11.4 Summary

UDOT has received input from city and county officials, residents, business owners and operators, and
commuters in the Kimball Junction Project study area, as well as agency representatives. Most stakeholders
have agreed that capacity and safety improvements are required in the Kimball Junction area. However, the
public has identified planned development and traffic, noise, impacts to open space and wildlife, business
and economic impacts, highway congestion, and safety as their primary concerns.

The project alternatives carried forward through the alternatives analysis process were developed by
reviewing existing land use and transportation plans, through outreach at public informational meetings, and
through meetings with Summit County, Park City, and resource agencies. Feedback from public comments
also shaped the alternatives considered and the screening process.

S.12 What additional federal actions would be required
before the project is implemented?

The following additional federal actions would be required before the Kimball Junction Project is
implemented:

e Nationwide Permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers)
e Approval of Addition of Modification of Interstate Access Points (Federal Highway Administration)
e Endangered Species Act compliance (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service)
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S.13 What happens next?

The public has an opportunity to provide comments on this Draft EIS during a 45-day public comment
period. During the public comment period, two public hearings will be held (one virtual and one in person) to
allow the public to review the details of the project and talk with staff from UDOT.

Comment Period: The Draft EIS was published on March 14, 2025, and the comment period runs until
April 28, 2025.

Public Hearing: UDOT will hold an in-person public hearing on April 8, 2025, at Ecker Hill Middle School
from 5:30 to 7:30 PM. There will be an open house where the community will have the opportunity to review
information and speak with members of the EIS team. The public hearing portion of the meeting will start at
6 PM with a brief presentation. A virtual public meeting will be held via Zoom on April 10, 2025, from 6:00 to
7:30 PM.

Draft EIS Review Copies: Printed copies of the Draft EIS can be reviewed at the Summit County Library
(1885 W. Ute Boulevard, Park City), Park City Library (1255 Park Avenue, Park City), and Utah Department
of Transportation Headquarters (4501 South 2700 West, Salt Lake City).

Comments: Comments can be submitted using the following methods:

Email: kimballjunctioneis@utah.gov

Website: https://kimballjunctioneis.udot.utah.gov

Phone: (435) 255-3186

Postal mail:  Kimball Junction EIS
c/o HDR, Inc.
2825 E. Cottonwood Parkway, Suite 200
Cottonwood Heights, UT 84121

UDOT intends to issue a combined Final EIS and Record of Decision in the summer of 2025 pursuant to
49 United States Code (USC) Section 304(a) and 23 USC Section 139(n). These regulations direct the lead
agency, to the maximum extent practicable, to combine the Final EIS and Record of Decision unless:

1. The Final EIS makes substantial changes to the proposed action that are relevant to environmental
or safety concerns; or

2. There is a significant new circumstance or information relevant to environmental concerns that bears
on the proposed action or the impacts of the proposed action.

S.14 References

[UDOT] Utah Department of Transportation
2023 Utah Long-range Transportation Plan 2023—-2050. https://sites.google.com/utah.gov/Irp-2023.
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Chapter 1: Purpose and Need

1.1 Introduction

The Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (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. UDOT recognizes that the federal Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) implementing regulations are
proposed to be rescinded effective April 11, 2025. For purposes of transparency, UDOT completed most of
the substantive analysis summarized in this EIS in accordance with the 2020 CEQ NEPA implementing
regulations, as amended in 2022, that were in effect when the Notice of Intent to prepare this EIS was
published in December 2022.

This EIS conforms to applicable Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) regulations, policy, and guidance;
the provisions of 23 United States Code (USC) Section 139, Efficient Environmental Reviews for Project
Decisionmaking and One Federal Decision; executive directives; and other applicable environmental laws
and regulations referenced in this EIS, as of February 25, 2025. This EIS also conforms to the requirements
of UDOT, the project sponsor and lead agency.

FHWA has assigned its responsibilities under NEPA and other federal environmental laws to UDOT for
highway projects in Utah, pursuant to 23 USC Section 327, in a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
dated May 26, 2022. In accordance with the assignment MOU, 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 MOU does not change the roles and responsibilities of any other federal agency
whose review or approval is required for the project.

1.1.1 Description of the Needs Assessment Evaluation Area and
Logical Termini

1111 Needs Assessment Evaluation Area

The needs assessment evaluation area 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 (MP) 143.2 to MP 145.6 on [-80
(Figure 1.1-1).

SR-224 is a four-lane arterial road and a major north—south route that connects the Park City community,
including Main Street, Deer Valley Resort, and Park City Mountain Resort with key Snyderville basin
destinations such as Canyons Village at Park City and Kimball Junction, and other roads and destinations
such as |-80 and the Salt Lake Valley. In addition to SR-224 and I-80, the main roads in the evaluation area
are Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway.
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Figure 1.1-1. Needs Assessment Evaluation Area
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11.1.2 Logical Termini

For the Kimball Junction Project, the north terminus is Rasmussen Road
and SR-224, the south terminus is the Olympic Parkway intersection on . - _
SR-224, the west terminus is the Jeremy Ranch interchange on 1-80, and Logical termini are the rational

the east terminus is the U.S. Highway 40 (US-40) interchange on 1-80. end points for evalua_ﬂng
proposed transportation

For the north and south termini, UDOT concluded that improvements from improvements. Generally, they
the 1-80 interchange through Olympic Parkway would be reasonable and are the points of major traffic
would allow both the 1-80 interchange and SR-224 through Kimball f’::gat”” such as intersecting
Junction to operate efficiently, even if no additional improvements were '

made.

What are logical termini?

Because there is enough separation between Kimball Junction and the next traffic signal to the south (at
Bobsled Boulevard), UDOT would not need to make additional improvements on SR-224 to alleviate traffic
issues in the Kimball Junction area. Moreover, improving this segment of SR-224 and the I-80 interchange
would not restrict alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable transportation projects along SR-224 south
of Olympic Parkway.

For the west and east termini, UDOT selected the Jeremy Ranch and US-40 interchanges, respectively, to
satisfy FHWA'’s Interstate Access Change Request requirements. Similarly to the proposed project
improvements on SR-224, the proposed project improvements at the Kimball Junction interchange would not
force additional improvements on points east and west of this interchange on [-80.

In addition to considering traffic generation and traffic effects when developing the logical termini, UDOT
also considered influencing factors (such as access, travel demand, and type of use on SR-224) from
surrounding communities, businesses, and future developments.

1.1.1.3 Evaluation Area Context

The needs assessment evaluation area contains a mix of highly developed, mixed-use residential,
commercial, and retail businesses as well as open space and conservation easement lands bordering the
commercial zone. Kimball Junction is the designated town center in the Snyderville Basin and is the focal
point for living, working, shopping, and entertainment.

According to the Snyderville Basin General Plan (Summit County 2015), Kimball Junction serves as a vital
hub and employment center of the area. Kimball Junction is the arrival point for the greater Snyderville
Basin—Park City region. Among the neighborhood’s strengths are its proximity to several primary
transportation corridors, its economic vitality, and the nearby open space and recreation amenities.
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11.2 Background
1.1.21 Kimball Junction and SR-224 Area Plan

UDOT used its Solutions Development process to study the unique context of the Kimball Junction area and
developed a set of preliminary solutions to meet identified transportation needs. The solution sets that
UDOT identified included elements such as roadway improvements for motor vehicles, transit and/or active
transportation, travel demand management, Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) improvements, and
land use and other policy changes that would be implemented by local government partners.

The Kimball Junction and SR-224 Area Plan (Area Plan; UDOT 2021)
was developed to summarize the needs in the Kimball Junction area and
establish an initial range of improvements to reduce congestion and Travel demand is the expected
improve multimodal travel and connectivity, including at the two at-grade number of transportation trips in
intersections on SR-224. In developing the Area Plan, UDOT also an area. Travel demand can be
coordinated with agencies, stakeholders, and the public to identify gje:hb:svzﬂgau;ongﬁsesuf travel,
transportation needs, preliminary alternatives, and potentially significant walking, and bicyclir’wg. ’
environmental issues. The Area Plan identified the following mobility

concerns, which established the foundation for the Purpose and Need

Statement for the current EIS process (the Kimball Junction EIS).

What is travel demand?

e Traffic congestion during peak hours limits mobility to and from 1-80 through Kimball Junction.

e Vehicles on the I-80 interchange ramps back up onto the 1-80 mainline, and vehicles on SR-224
back up south of Kimball Junction for over 1 mile.

e Travel time on SR-224 through the Kimball Junction area is unreliable.

¢ Residences and businesses along SR-224 through the Kimball Junction area are often difficult to
access.

e The increase in travel demand from forecasted job, residential, and recreational growth will lead to
decreased mobility.

o East—west mobility is lacking on SR-224 through the Kimball Junction area for all travel modes.

1.1.2.2 Previous Planning Studies

Many plans and studies completed over the last 15-plus years, such as local transportation plans, plans for
the development of adjacent land use, and regional and statewide plans, discuss the growing traffic
congestion in the Kimball Junction area. Table 1.1-1 presents the relevant regional plans and studies that
were used to inform the purpose of and need for the Kimball Junction Project.
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Table 1.1-1. Previous Studies

Plan or Study

SR-224 Bus Rapid Transit Categorical Exclusion
Park City Forward Transportation Plan

Park City Short Range Transit Plan

Summit County Long-range Transportation Plan
Kimball Junction and SR-224 Area Plan

Kimball Junction and SR-224 Area Plan Incorporating FHWA Health in Transportation Corridor Planning

Framework

Park City and Summit County Short-range Transit Development Plan

Kimball Junction Master Plan

Kimball Junction Neighborhood Plan

Summit County Active Transportation Plan

SR-248 Environmental Assessment

Valley to Mountain Alternatives Analysis

Let's Go Summit County Transportation Sales Tax Initiative
Downtown and Main Street Parking Plan

Snyderville Basin General Plan

Abridged Snyderville Basin Long-range Transportation Plan
Park City General Plan

SR-224 Corridor Study

Park City Traffic and Transportation Plan

Park City Transportation Demand Management Plan
SR-248 Corridor Plan

Entry Corridors Management Strategic Plan
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1.2 Summary of Purpose and Need

1.2.1 Need for the Project

For the Kimball Junction Project, UDOT looked at the expected What are the AM and PM

transportation mobility needs in the needs assessment evaluation area in peak hours?
2050. These mobility needs are related primarily to traffic delay during
morning (AM) and afternoon (PM) peak hours. This delay is due to The AM and PM peak hours are

the 1-hour periods of the
morning and afternoon,
respectively, during which there

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: is the greatest number of
vehicles on the roadway system.

e Future (2050) failing conditions at the intersections of SR-224 and The peak hours that were

[-80, Ute Boulevard, and Olympic Parkway will create delay and modeled in the analysis were
unreliable travel times. 8:00 to 9:00 AM and 4:00 to

. . 5:00 PM. Peak hours are looked
e Vehicle queues on the 1-80 off-ramps will extend back onto at by transportation officials

ject.
In addition, UDOT looked at expected active transportation mobility needs P

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 recreational amenities, and developing land uses in the evaluation area. These factors will lead to the
following issue:

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

Finally, because of 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: the SR-224 Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project. Although the SR-224 BRT Project has independent
utility from the Kimball Junction Project, the Kimball Junction Project’s design will accommodate any
approved transit upgrades that are part of the SR-224 BRT Project.

1.2.2 Purpose of the Project

The purpose of the Kimball Junction Project is to address transportation-

related safety and mobility issues for all users of the Kimball Junction ootz = e el e e

area?
area by:
. . . The Kimball Junction area
e Improving operations and travel times on SR-224 from the [-80 includes the 1-80 and SR-224
interchange through Olympic Parkway; interchange through the two
» Improving safety by reducing vehicle queue lengths on I-80 at-grade intersections on SR-224
off-ramps: (Ute Boulevard and Olympic
Parkway).

e Improving pedestrian and bicyclist mobility and accessibility
throughout the needs assessment evaluation area; and

e Maintaining or improving transit travel times throughout the evaluation area.
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1.3 Planning for Future Conditions in the Needs
Assessment Evaluation Area

1.3.1  Projected Growth

The Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute at the University of Utah produces long-term demographic and economic
projections for the state of Utah and its counties. As shown in Table 1.3-1, Wasatch and Summit Counties
are projected to have large increases in population, employment, and households by 2050. These projected
increases are included in UDOT’s Utah Long-range Transportation Plan 2023-2050 (UDOT 2023) and are
expected to result in additional travel demand on the transportation network in the Kimball Junction area.

Table 1.3-1. Projected Regional Population, Employment, and Household Growth in Wasatch and
Summit Counties

Population Employment Households

2050 Projection 2050 Projection 2050 Projection

(Percent Change (Percent Change (Percent Change
County from 2020) from 2020) from 2020)
Summit 42,394 56,493 (33%) 38,852 59,582 (53%) 15,688 25,379 (62%)
Wasatch 34,933 69,493 (99%) 17,609 28,752 (63%) 11,040 26,856 (143%)

Sources: Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute 2022a, 2022b

1.3.2  Future Land Development

The needs assessment evaluation area is within the Kimball Junction neighborhood boundaries as defined
in the Kimball Junction Neighborhood Plan, which is included in Summit County’s Snyderville Basin General
Plan (Summit County 2015). The zoning in the Kimball Junction neighborhood is a combination of Rural
Residential (RR), Community Commercial (CC), and Town Center (TC). According to the neighborhood
plan, existing development agreements establish project-specific development standards that are unique
and supersede the underlying base zoning requirements.

Several ongoing and emerging land-development activities are approved or planned near the evaluation
area that will contribute to the anticipated future demographics.

Park City Tech Center. Although most of the needs assessment evaluation area is built out or preserved as
open space, several proposals have been made to develop the northwest quadrant of the Kimball Junction
neighborhood (see Section 3.1, Land Use and Planning), which is currently undeveloped. The proposed
Park City Tech Center development would be on a 51-acre parcel west of SR-224 and the Kimball Junction
Transit Center and near the Skullcandy building. This area is identified as mixed-use on the future land use
map for the Kimball Junction neighborhood (see Figure 3.1-3, Future Land Use Map for the Kimball Junction
Neighborhood Planning Area).

The initial development agreement for this parcel was approved for research, development, and technology
uses and had an approved amendment that also included uses for outdoor industries and support
businesses. In 2019, the parcel owner, Dakota Pacific Real Estate, applied to Summit County to amend the
initial development agreement to allow a mix of residential units as well as retail, office, and commercial
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space. Since 2019, several plans with varying zoning designations and proposed densities have been
submitted by Dakota Pacific to Summit County for its review and approval.

On December 18, 2024, the Summit County Council approved the current development concept, which
would create a mixed-use town center near the existing Richins Building and allow the construction of
between 865 and 915 housing units (a portion of which would be deed-restricted affordable units), a new
civic plaza, and an expanded transit center (Malatesta 2024).

The traffic analysis process used for this EIS considered the future land uses adopted in the Summit County
Long-range Transportation Plan 2022—-2050 (Summit County 2022), including local and regional growth
assumptions for multiple areas in and around the needs assessment evaluation area. These growth
assumptions include the planned Park City Tech Center and adequately capture the density included in the
approved development plans (Parametrix 2022a).

Canyons Village Management Association. The Canyons Village Management Association (CVMA) is
located at Park City Mountain’s Canyons Village base side. This development is the SR-224 corridor’s
largest employer, even though it is only about 35% built out. The CVMA area ramped up approved
development in 2017 and in 2021 broke ground on employee housing accommodations on 7.7 acres
adjacent to the Canyons Village Transit Hub. The new Slopeside Village employee housing complex will
accommodate more than 1,100 employees (CVMA 2022). The first phase was completed in the summer of
2023. Based on existing development rights, the CVMA area is forecasted to grow substantially over the
next 10 years.

Bonanza Park Site. The Bonanza 5-acre site is located on Bonanza Drive and Kearns Boulevard, two major
arterial roads in a commercially active part of Park City called Bonanza Park. Park City is currently
establishing a mixed-use development at this site that will include community gathering spaces, affordable
housing, retail, access to public transportation, and a new Kimball Art Center (Park City, no date). In

June 2024, Park City published the draft Bonanza Park Small Area Plan (Park City 2024a), which will lead to
the creation of the new Bonanza Park Mixed Use Zoning District.

Park City Mountain Resort Base Area Redevelopment. Park City Municipal Corporation is currently
working with a developer regarding plans to redevelop the base of Park City Mountain Resort, including its
parking lot area. The planned development encompasses 10 acres and calls for a hotel, residences,
restaurants, retail shops, community plazas, and above-grade parking garages.

Deer Valley Snow Park Village Redevelopment. In November 2022, Deer Valley Resort submitted
applications to the Park City planning department to redevelop the existing Snow Park Village parking lots
and base area. The applications seek to redevelop the base area in three phases. The planning process for
this anticipated redevelopment is ongoing and Deer Valley Resort’s latest plans were submitted to the Park
City Planning Commission in October 2024. The Planning Commission has held several public hearings
between October 2024 and January 2025 (Park City 2024b).
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1.3.3 UDOT’s Long-range Transportation Plan and Planning Horizon

UDOT’s Long-range Transportation Plan. In addition to the needs

identified in the local and regional plans listed above in Table 1.1-1, KVRhT?;’i?S afiscally constrained
Previous Studies, UDOT’s Utah Long-range Transportation Plan i

2023-2050 (LRTP; UDOT 2023) identifies a need for improvements to the Fiscally constrained means that
Kimball Junction interchange. This section evaluates that need based on an LRTP demonstrates that the
projected population, employment, and recreational growth and travel listed projects canbe
demand data; the existing transportation system and planned implemented using committed,

. . o S . . available, or reasonably
improvements; and the identified mobility issues in the evaluation area. available revenue sources. with

UDOT’s LRTP was used to establish the planning horizon (2050) for the ;ejs"””ab'e ass;rznce that the

Kimball Junction EIS. The LRTP is a fiscally constrained 30-year plan of ellElly SRRRIEE
. . transportation system is being

anticipated projects that would be needed to meet future travel demand. adequately operated and

Transportation needs are based on projected socioeconomic factors and maintained.

planned land use in a region. UDOT updates the LRTP every 4 years to

ensure that it remains consistent with the land use and transportation

planning in areas outside metropolitan centers.

Planning Horizon. The planning horizon for a project is used to assess how well the project alternatives
would support future travel demand. A no-action condition is used to inform the needs assessment. For the
Kimball Junction EIS, the no-action condition is the condition of the transportation operations of the
transportation system without the improvements that are part of the Kimball Junction Project. There are
currently two planned projects on the LRTP in the needs assessment evaluation area: the 1-80 Interchange
Upgrade at Kimball Junction and the SR-224 BRT.

UDOT’s 2023-2050 LRTP identifies three timeframes, or phases, for construction:

e Phase 1: 2023 to 2032
e Phase 2: 2033 to 2042
e Phase 3: 2043 to 2050

The LRTP provides a comprehensive overview of planned projects on highways and state routes. State
routes are major roads that are under UDOT’s jurisdiction. Locally planned projects are also shown in the
LRTP in order to provide a better understanding of all planned improvements in an area. Fiscally
constrained projects in the LRTP are on state routes and can be constructed with anticipated funding
available to UDOT through 2050. These projects are phased based on when they are needed. Local
projects are not included in UDOT's list of fiscally constrained projects because they would likely be
constructed using local or other funds. Improvements in the Kimball Junction area are identified as a
Phase 1 project (2023 to 2032).
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1.4 Existing and Future Mobility

Transportation improvements are needed to address existing and future mobility challenges and improve
multimodal travel and connectivity through the Kimball Junction area. Mobility refers to the ease with which
people can move from place to place using a transportation system. Impediments to mobility for vehicles can
include traffic congestion, numerous accesses to properties, higher accident rates, and other factors.
Impediments to mobility for pedestrians and bicyclists can include a lack of overpasses and/or underpasses,
a lack of sidewalks, inadequate separation between motorists and nonmotorists, and a lack of lighting, signs,
and/or crosswalks.

SR-224 has many mobility challenges today because it has a high average daily traffic (about 33,000
vehicles per day) and seasonal fluctuations. In addition, many pedestrians and bicyclists cross this corridor.
The future mobility concerns in the needs assessment evaluation area are based primarily on (1) existing
operational deficiencies, including traffic backups at off-ramps and intersections that experience heavy
turning movements; (2) potential impacts to the existing system caused by a changing level and type of
travel demand associated with projected growth in population, employment, tourism, and development in
Summit County; and (3) failures in the existing system with regard to mobility, congestion, access, and travel
time reliability.

1.4.1 Traffic and Mobility

Typically, travelers will use a combination of arterial, collector, and local roads for their trips. Each type of
road has a specific purpose or function. Arterial roads provide a high level of mobility for traffic passing
through and provide limited access to adjacent properties, while local roads provide a high level of access to
properties but a low level of mobility. Local roads are typically used for access to residential neighborhoods
and have low speed limits. Collector roads provide a balance between mobility and property access. For a
transportation system to operate efficiently, all three types of roads are needed. UDOT further classifies
arterials and collectors as shown in Table 1.4-1.

The needs assessment evaluation area includes two arterial roads that serve high volumes of traffic: I1-80
and SR-224. 1-80 is used primarily for east—west travel to and through the evaluation area, and SR-224 is a
principal arterial from 1-80 to Park City. SR-224 serves as a primary arterial into Park City’s Old Town and to
two of the major economic drivers in the region: Park City Mountain Resort and Deer Valley Resort.

Other key destinations are reached via SR-224, including Canyons Village at Park City, the Utah Olympic
Park, the Swaner Preserve and EcoCenter, and the Kimball Junction commercial centers. SR-224 serves as
a commuter corridor from residential areas primarily north of the evaluation area, including Salt Lake City
and the Jeremy Ranch and Summit Park areas, and for rural communities in Summit and Wasatch counties.

Ute Boulevard is currently classified as a major collector on the east side or SR-224 and a minor arterial on
the west side of SR-224. Olympic Parkway (New Park Boulevard) is classified as a major collector. Bitner
Road, which is on the north side of I-80, is also a major collector.
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Table 1.4-1. Highway Functional Classifications

Functllc?nal_ Characteristics
Classification

Arterials

Interstates Interstates are the highest classification of arterials designed and constructed with mobility and long-distance
travel in mind.

Freeways and Freeways and expressways are similar to interstates. They are designed to maximize mobility. Directional travel

expressways lanes are typically separated by some type of physical barrier, and access is limited to on- and off-ramp locations.

Principal arterials  Principal arterials serve major centers of metropolitan areas with a high degree of mobility. In rural areas, they
provide a high degree of mobility with trip length and travel density characteristics indicative of substantial
statewide or interstate travel. Principal arterials can provide access to at-grade intersections with other roads and
driveways to specific parcels. They provide similar service in both urban and rural areas, the primary difference
being that there are usually multiple arterial routes in an urban area.

Minor arterials Minor arterials provide service for trips of moderate length and offer connectivity to the higher arterial system. In
rural settings, minor arterials are typically designed to provide relatively high overall travel speeds, with minimum
interference to through movement.

Collectors

Major collectors Major collectors serve primarily intra-county travel (rather than statewide) and constitute those routes on which
predominant travel distances are shorter than on arterial routes.

Minor collectors Minor collectors are similar to major collectors, but they are usually shorter in length, have fewer travel lanes and
driveways, and have lower speed limits. They provide more access and less mobility compared to major
collectors.

Local roads

Local roads Local roads provide direct access to adjacent land and are not intended for use in long-distance travel, except at
the origin or destination end of the trip. They are often designed to discourage through traffic.

Source: FHWA 2013

1.4.1.1 Travel Demand and 2050 No-action Conditions

The traffic modeling conducted for the 2050 no-action conditions used Summit County’s Summit-Wasatch
travel demand model version v1 — 2020-09-14 (Summit County model). The model includes assumptions
about future land uses as developed by the Mountainland Association of Governments, Summit County,
Wasatch County, and the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute at the University of Utah. These assumptions are
guided by existing and approved development plans, land use plans, and statewide demographic
projections. In addition, the traffic modeling included the planned SR-224 BRT service.

Traffic volume is expected to increase within the Kimball Junction area by 2050. Traffic volumes on SR-224
during the weekday AM and PM peak hours are anticipated to increase by up to 30% to 40% by 2050 under
the no-action conditions. This increase in traffic volumes on SR-224 includes growth in the number of
vehicles traveling between 1-80 and Park City and within the Kimball Junction area as more development
occurs.

The Summit County model was used to generate forecasts of traffic under the no-action conditions in 2050.

As shown in Figure 1.4-1, both the historic growth trends in traffic and the traffic modeling conducted for the

2050 no-action conditions predict an average daily traffic volume of over 40,000 vehicles per day in 2050, or
just over a 30% increase over the existing conditions in 2022. The following sections discuss the level of
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service at key intersections on SR-224 and the travel times that will result from the overall traffic growth that
is forecasted for the Kimball Junction area.

Figure 1.4-1. Traffic Growth Projections

50,000

B
=)
[
=
=

!

L
=
=
=
=

AADT (vehicles per day)
— )
= =
B o
= =
= =

=

2005 2015 2025 2035 2045
——— Historic AADT «ssssss Historic Growth = = Summit County Model

Definition: AADT = annual average daily traffic

1.4.1.2 Traffic Volumes and Distribution

The existing traffic distribution in 2022 is a mix of through traffic and traffic destined to Kimball Junction
businesses and residential areas. Most through traffic is traffic originating from [-80 (primarily during the
AM hours) headed to areas south of the evaluation area and traffic (primarily during the PM hours)
originating from areas south headed for I-80. Traffic headed to the Kimball Junction area during the AM and
PM hours coincides with the peak through traffic. Figure 1.4-2 presents the approximate traffic distribution
during the AM and PM peak hours.

During the morning (AM) hours, the predominant traffic direction on SR-224 is southbound. As shown in
Figure 1.4-2, the AM peak hours show a strong through pattern; 70% of the southbound traffic continues
south and passes through the Kimball Junction area, and 30% stops at area restaurants, grocery stores, or
other retail businesses. Although the existing peak AM northbound traffic (about 775 vehicles per hour as
modeled at Olympic Parkway) is overall less than the AM peak southbound traffic (about 1,750 vehicles per
hour), a higher percentage (40%) of that traffic is accessing areas surrounding SR-224 in Kimball Junction.

The afternoon (PM) traffic distribution is different. The predominant traffic movement is northbound (about
1,695 vehicles per hour northbound and 975 vehicles per hour southbound as modeled at Ute Boulevard);
about 60% is through traffic, and 40% of the traffic accesses areas in Kimball Junction. At the same times,
55% of the southbound traffic is accessing areas in Kimball Junction and 45% is through traffic.
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Figure 1.4-2. Traffic Distribution during the AM and PM Peak Hours in 2022
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The overall traffic distribution percentages for the AM and PM peak hours are not expected to change
substantially by 2050. Given that the overall traffic volume is expected to increase by just over 30% on
SR-224 and on both sides of the Kimball Junction neighborhood by 2050, severe congestion is anticipated.
The following sections explain the effects of this traffic growth on mobility.

1.4.1.3 Level of Service

Traffic conditions were analyzed at key intersections on SR-224 during the AM and PM peak hours for a
representative day during the winter season. This section summarizes the existing (2022) and future (2050)
traffic and safety conditions in the Kimball Junction area.

Level of service (LOS) is measure of the vehicle-carrying capacity and performance of a street, freeway, or
intersection (Figure 1.4-3). When the capacity of a road is exceeded, the result is congestion, delay, and a
poor level of service. Level of service is represented by a letter “grade” ranging from A for excellent
conditions (free-flowing traffic and little delay) to F for failure conditions (extremely congested, stop-and-go
traffic, and excessive delay). LOS B through LOS E describe progressively worse traffic conditions.

Figure 1.4-3. Levels of Service

Level of Flow
Service  Conditions Descriptions
-

Highest quality of service.
Free traffic flow with few restrictions
on maneuverability or speed.

Stable traffic flow.
Speed becoming slightly restricted.
Low restriction on maneuverability.

Stable traffic flow, but less freedom
to select speed.

Traffic flow becoming unstable.
Speeds subject to sudden change.

Unstable traffic flow. Speeds change
quickly and maneuverability is low.

Heavily congested traffic.
Demand exceeds capacity and
speeds vary greatly.

CONSIDERAELE DELAYS
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UDOT has set a goal of maintaining urban roads at LOS D or better during peak travel periods. Typically, in
urban areas, LOS E and F are considered unacceptable operating conditions, and LOS A through D are
considered acceptable operating conditions.

A level of service analysis was completed for the Kimball Junction area that evaluated the traffic conditions
during the peak hours under existing conditions in 2022 and under the no-action conditions in 2050.
Analyzing weekday peak hours is standard practice for a traffic analysis, but this study reviewed all days of
the week before determining a representative day. For this project, the peak hour during the morning is
8:00-9:00 AM, and the peak hour during the afternoon is 4:00-5:00 PM. The PM peak hour is typically the
more congested travel period because, during the afternoon hours, people tend make trips to run errands
and attend activities in addition to making work-based trips. Table 1.4-2 shows the level of service for key
SR-224 intersections in the needs assessment evaluation area under existing and 2050 no-action
conditions.

The level of service at intersections is based on the average vehicle delay at each traffic signal. It is possible
for an intersection as a whole to have an acceptable level of service even if the traffic movement in one
direction is operating at unacceptable conditions (LOS E or F).

As shown in Table 1.4-2, several intersections during the AM and PM peak hours operate at LOS E or F.
During the AM peak hour, traffic exiting eastbound 1-80 to proceed south on SR-224 results in a level of
service of LOS F at the 1-80 interchange signal. This limits the flow rate at which vehicles reach Ute
Boulevard and Olympic Parkway. During the PM peak hour, the Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway
intersections experience delay from northbound SR-224 traffic. Northbound traffic on SR-224 is congested
at Olympic Parkway, which produces long northbound vehicle queue lengths and intersection delay at Ute
Boulevard and SR-224/1-80 interchange. Both conditions indicate heavy vehicle delays with long vehicle
queue lengths and extended travel times.

Table 1.4-2. Level of Service at Key SR-224 Intersections during the Weekday AM and PM Peak

No-action (2050)

Hours (Existing [2022] and No-action [2050] Conditions)

Average Vehicle Average Vehicle
Delay Delay

SR-224 Intersection (seconds/vehicle) (seconds/vehicle)
AM Peak Hour
I-80 interchange >100 F >100 F
Ute Boulevard 29 C 37 D
Olympic Parkway 31 C 36 D
PM Peak Hour
I-80 interchange 25 C >100 F
Ute Boulevard 54 E 63 E
Olympic Parkway >100 F >100 F
March 2025
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1.41.4 Travel Times

Vehicle travel times are expected to increase from the existing conditions in 2022 to the no-action conditions
in 2050. The travel time from the eastbound 1-80 off-ramp to southbound SR-224 at a point about 1,100 feet
south of Olympic Parkway is about 5:30 minutes during the existing AM peak hour. For context, during
midday, off-peak hours, the southbound travel time is about 2:30 minutes. This peak-hour travel time is
projected to increase to about 11:00 minutes under the 2050 no-action conditions. Similarly, the travel time
on northbound SR-224 from a point just north of Canyons Resort Drive to the I-80 interchange is about
12:00 minutes during the existing PM peak hour (compared to 4:15 minutes during off-peak hours). This
travel time is projected to increase to 23:30 minutes under the 2050 no-action conditions. Table 1.4-3
summarizes the travel time comparison.

Table 1.4-3. Travel Times during the Weekday AM and PM Peak Hours
(Existing [2022] and No-action [2050] Conditions)

e i e
AM Peak Hour
Eastbound 1-80 off-ramp to southbound SR-224 at a

point about 1,100 feet south of Olympic Parkway ol 1Al
PM Peak Hour
Northbound SR-224 from a point just north of Canyons 12:00 23:30

Resort Drive to the I-80 interchange

Figure 1.4-4 and Figure 1.4-5 show travel times and vehicle queue lengths, respectively, for the existing
(2022) and no-action (2050) conditions during the AM and PM peak hours.

March 2025
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Figure 1.4-4. Travel Times for the Existing (2022) and No-action (2050) Conditions during
the AM and PM Peak Hours
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Figure 1.4-5. Vehicle Queue Lengths for the Existing (2022) and No-action (2050) Conditions during the
AM and PM Peak Hours
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1.4.1.5 Vehicle Queue Lengths on the 1-80 Off-ramp and SR-224

The long vehicle queue lengths during the existing peak hours on weekdays reflect the poor level of service
and long travel times currently experienced on SR-224 during the AM and PM peak hours. These vehicle
queue lengths are projected to increase substantially by 2050 (Table 1.4-4).

Table 1.4-4. Vehicle Queue Lengths during the Weekday AM and PM Peak Hours
(Existing [2022] and No-action [2050] Conditions)

95th-percentile Queue Length
Location m No-action (2050)

AM Peak Hour

Eastbound I-80 off-ramp vehicle queue 2,600 feet (0.5 mile) 19,400 feet (>3 miles)
PM Peak Hour

SR-224 northbound queue starting at Olympic Parkway 1.8 miles >2.3 miles

During the AM peak hour, a location of concern for vehicle queuing is the

eastbound I-80 off-ramp to SR-224. Under existing conditions, the 95th- What s the 95th percentile?

percentile vehicle queue length at this off-ramp during the AM peak hour The 95th percentile is a value at
is about 0.5 mile. This line of vehicles results in slow speeds and vehicles which 95% of the numbers in a
backing up onto the I-80 mainline. During the winter of 2022 (through data set are less than the

reported value. It is considered a
statistical maximum and is often
used in transportation engineer-
ing for measuring performance.

November 2022), queues of vehicles on this off-ramp backed onto the
[-80 mainline on 49 mornings. Under the 2050 no-action conditions, the
95th-percentile vehicle queue length at this off-ramp is projected to

exceed 3 miles which, if not mitigated, would be long enough to back up For comparison, the 50th

onto the I-80 mainline to the Jeremy Ranch interchange. percentile is the mean value at
. . . o which 50% of numbers are

During the PM peak hour, a location of concern for vehicle queuing is higher and 50% are lower.

northbound SR-224 starting at Olympic Parkway. Under existing

conditions, the 95th-percentile vehicle queue length in the northbound

direction is about 1.8 miles, or a line of queued vehicles extending from the 1-80 interchange past Bear
Hollow Drive. During the winter of 2022 (through November 2022), a vehicle queue length of 2 miles
occurred on 25 afternoons. Under the 2050 no-action conditions, the 95th-percentile queue is projected to
increase to more than 2.3 miles, or past the Canyons Resort Drive intersection.

1.4.1.6 Traffic Summary

Several of the intersections in the needs assessment evaluation area currently operate at LOS E or LOS F,
which indicates heavy vehicle delays with long vehicle queues and long travel times. Traffic is expected to
increase on SR-224 and on both sides of the Kimball Junction neighborhood by 2050. Under the 2050
no-action conditions, severe congestion is anticipated to occur, particularly for the 1-80 eastbound off-ramp
during the weekday AM peak hour and on northbound SR-224 during the weekday PM peak hour. Average
vehicle delay, vehicle travel times, and vehicle queue lengths are all anticipated to increase from the existing
conditions to 2050 no-action conditions. Travel times during peak hours for key travel movements are
anticipated to nearly double from existing conditions for vehicles traveling northbound on SR-224 to 1-80.
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1.4.2 Transit

1.4.2.1 Transit Service in the Evaluation Area

The Kimball Junction area is well-served by local and regional transit (Figure 1.4-6) and is reached via
connecting service from Park City Transit's and High Valley Transit’s regional routes. The Kimball Junction
Transit Center is on the west side of SR-224 and is accessed via either Ute Boulevard or Olympic Parkway.
Four bus routes currently operate on SR-224 in the needs assessment evaluation area.

e High Valley Transit Route 101 (Spiro) operates along the full distance of SR-224 from the Jeremy
Ranch park-and-ride lot through the Old Town Transit Center and into Deer Valley Resort.

e High Valley Transit Route 103 (Kimball Junction Shuttle) circulates on SR-224 within the Kimball
Junction area between the Kimball Junction Transit Center and Junction Commons (formerly Outlets

Park City).

e High Valley Transit Route 104 (Bitner Shuttle) operates between the Kimball Junction Transit Center
and areas northeast of the evaluation area including the Canyon Creek Club Homes.

e Park City Transit Route 10 (White, Kimball Junction Main Street Express) operates the full distance
of SR-224 between the Kimball Junction Transit Center and the Old Town Transit Center.

High Valley Transit and Park City Transit are planning to convert the Route 10 White into BRT service by
adding a dedicated transit lane in each direction on most of SR-224. The transit lanes would begin and end
south of the Olympic Parkway intersection and would provide some capacity improvements to the
intersection. Construction of the BRT project is slated to begin in 2025 wi