


































































































































































































































































































































 

 August 2025 
3-20 Utah Department of Transportation 

Summit County zoning rules and approval. However, Alternative C is not anticipated to induce development 
or cause unforeseen land use changes through improving mobility and accessibility. 

3.1.4.4.3 Impacts to Conservation Areas 
No conservation areas would be directly impacted by Alternative C. 

3.1.4.5 Mitigation Measures for Impacts to Land Use and Planning 
No mitigation for impacts to land use or planning is required or proposed. 

3.2 Community and Property Impacts 
3.2.1 Introduction 
This section describes the social characteristics of the communities in the community and property impacts 
evaluation area, as well as the effects of the project alternatives on the social environment and community 
resources. The quality of life and social amenities of the communities and neighborhoods in the evaluation 
area are presented in Section 3.2, Community and Property Impacts, by the following topics: 

• Neighborhood and community cohesion 
• Quality of life 
• Recreation resources including trails 
• Community facilities 
• Public safety and security 
• Utilities 
• Property impacts 

Other information related to these topics is provided in the following sections: 

• For information about travel patterns and accessibility, see Section 3.4, Traffic and Transportation. 

• For information about facilities used for transportation (not recreation), see Section 3.5, Pedestrian 
and Bicycle Facilities. 

• For information about visual impacts, see Section 3.13, Visual and Aesthetic Resources. 

Community and Property Impacts Evaluation Area. The community and property impacts evaluation area 
is where direct and indirect impacts from the proposed improvements, including traffic-related impacts, could 
occur. The evaluation area includes the I-80 and SR-224 interchange at Kimball Junction, including 
I-80 between MPs 143.2 and 145.6, and SR-224 from Kimball Junction through the two at-grade 
intersections at Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway. The evaluation area mostly follows the Kimball 
Junction EIS study area as identified in Section 1.1.1.1, Needs Assessment Evaluation Area; however, in 
the Kimball Junction neighborhood south of I-80, the evaluation area is focused on an area within a 0.5-mile 
radius of the centerline of SR-224. 
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For business and residential property impacts, the impacts evaluation focuses on the area immediately 
adjacent to I-80 and SR-224 because any property impacts would result from UDOT acquiring the additional 
right-of-way needed for the action alternatives. 

The utilities impacts evaluation focuses on where construction for the action alternatives could require 
relocating or modifying utilities. 

The entirety of the community and property impacts evaluation area is in unincorporated Summit County, 
primarily in the Snyderville Basin Census Designated Place (CDP). However, parts of the evaluation area 
include the Summit Park CDP and border the Silver Summit CDP (Figure 3.2-1). A CDP is a statistical 
boundary that is delineated to provide census data for a recognizable place that is not legally incorporated. 

3.2.2 Regulatory Setting 
Title 23 USC Section 109(h) requires that FHWA consider the effects of a proposed project on the social 
environment, specifically community cohesion; the availability of public facilities and services (including 
utilities that provide water, sewage treatment, electricity, gas, and other services); the displacement of 
people, businesses, and farms; and community and regional growth. 

FHWA’s guidelines for preparing environmental documents for evaluating the social environment and 
community impacts consider several types of impacts including impacts to neighborhoods or community 
cohesion; changes in travel patterns and accessibility; impacts to school districts, recreation areas, 
churches, and businesses; effects on public facilities and services; benefits or harm to different social 
groups; and displacements of people, businesses, and farms (FHWA 1987). Some of these topics are 
covered in other sections of this chapter, as noted in Section 3.2.1, Introduction. 

Among the community impacts analyzed in this EIS, one type is subject to specific legal requirements and 
obligations: the acquisition of property by UDOT as necessary to implement an action alternative. When 
such acquisitions are necessary, UDOT’s guidelines and policies are consistent with the federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42 USC Section 4601 and 
subsequent sections, amended 1989) and the State of Utah Relocation Program (part of the Utah 
Relocation Assistance Act, Utah Code, Title 57, Chapter 12). These laws provide for uniform and equitable 
treatment of all persons displaced from their homes, businesses, and farms without discrimination on any 
basis. 

The guidelines used by UDOT for carrying out the provisions of these acts are included in its 2023 
Relocation Assistance Brochure. Relocation resources are available to all residents (including renters) and 
businesses whose properties need to be acquired, and the process for acquiring replacement housing and 
other sites must be fair and open. The 2023 Relocation Assistance Brochure can be viewed on UDOT’s 
website (UDOT 2023b). 
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Figure 3.2-1. Community and Property Impacts Evaluation Area and Census Designated 
Place Boundaries 
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3.2.3.1.2 Neighborhoods 

Kimball Junction Neighborhood 
As shown above in Figure 3.2-2, the Kimball Junction neighborhood 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, Kimball Junction serves as a vital hub and employment center of the area. 
As stated in the general plan, Kimball Junction is the arrival point for the greater Snyderville Basin–Park City 
region (Summit County 2015). The neighborhood’s strengths include its proximity to several primary 
transportation corridors, its economic vitality, and the nearby open space and recreation amenities. 

The Kimball Junction neighborhood is relatively young—I-80 was constructed through Kimball Junction 
between 1969 and 1973 (Utah State University, no date), the first stoplight in Kimball Junction was installed 
in 1993, and the first grocery store was built in 1995 (Cates 1995). 

The neighborhood has property on both the east and west sides of SR-224. The east side is bordered on the 
north by I-80, on the east and south by the Swaner Preserve and EcoCenter, and on the west by SR-224. 
The west side is bordered on the north by I-80, on the east by SR-224, on the south by Summit County open 
space, and on the west by the Hi-Ute Ranch. The Utah Olympic Park is considered a separate 
neighborhood planning area on the west side of SR-224, and connectivity between the Kimball Junction and 
Utah Olympic Park neighborhoods is critical. 

The Kimball Junction neighborhood includes both commercial and residential land uses as well as 
designated open space. Both commercial and residential areas have developed on the east and west sides 
of SR-224 in the area south of I-80, immediately surrounding the interchange in the Kimball Junction 
neighborhood. Automobile and bus traffic travels between the east and west sides of SR-224 via at-grade 
intersections at Ute Boulevard and Olympic Parkway. Two pedestrian crossing locations (one at each at-
grade intersection) have pedestrian-actuated push buttons and crosswalks. A grade-separated underpass 
about 230 feet south of Olympic Parkway carries a paved, multi-use trail under SR-224. 

The community and property impacts evaluation area boundary south of Olympic Parkway and on the east 
side of SR-224 clips the edge of the Fox Point at Redstone development, which consists of condominiums 
and townhomes that were built in the early 2000s and includes a mix of permanent residences, long-term 
rentals, and short-term rentals. Other apartment complexes in the Kimball Junction neighborhood include 
Newpark Studios, Richer Place, and The Commons at Newpark. These residential developments are within 
walking distance of the commercial areas and are bordered by paved, separated multi-use paths. 

Kimball Junction is the Snyderville Basin’s town center, and the east side of the Kimball Junction area 
includes a variety of commercial developments such as “big box” stores, restaurants, grocery stores, small 
retail shops, and professional and hospitality services. The west side of SR-224 includes institutional 
resources, such as the Summit County Sheldon Richins Building, which houses the Kimball Junction branch 
of the Summit County Library, an auditorium that hosts Summit County council meetings, and offices for 
some Summit County personnel. Also, on the west side of SR-224 are the Park City Visitors’ Center and the 
Kimball Junction Transit Center (shown in Figure 3.2-5, Community Facilities in the Community and Property 
Impacts Evaluation Area, on page 3-33). 

Additional development on the west side of SR-224 that can be accessed via SR-224 and other roads in the 
community and property impacts evaluation area includes an office building where Skullcandy (an audio 
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equipment manufacturer) is headquartered and a large commercial building anchored by Walmart with other 
retail stores and restaurants as well as the Liberty Peak and Canyon Corners apartment complexes. 

Although most of the community and property impacts 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, which is currently undeveloped. The proposed development would be on a 51-acre parcel 
west of SR-224 and the Kimball Junction Transit Center and near the Skullcandy building. 

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 current 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 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 2022a), 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). 

The Kimball Junction Neighborhood Plan (Summit County 2019a) identifies challenges for the neighborhood 
including traffic congestion, poor neighborhood interconnectivity, a hostile pedestrian environment, and a 
lack of placemaking (the process that involves planning, designing, and maintaining public spaces to 
improve the quality of life for users). The plan identifies the goals of improving the flow of regional through 
traffic, re-establishing a traditional neighborhood and street pattern, and creating a more people-oriented 
built environment with mixed-use development, public spaces, and improved connectivity and walkability. 

Because the Kimball Junction neighborhood is the town center of the Snyderville Basin, it acts as a meeting 
place for residents from all neighborhoods in the community and property impacts evaluation area. However, 
the mix of long-term and short-term rentals in this neighborhood indicates comparatively less community 
cohesion than in other neighborhoods in the evaluation area. 

Bitner Road Neighborhood 
The Bitner Road neighborhood is on the north side of I-80 along the community and property impacts 
evaluation area boundary. The Bitner Road neighborhood is divided into several distinct sub-neighborhoods, 
each of which is considered cohesive. In general, the residential areas in these sub-neighborhoods consist 
primarily of low-density, single-family dwelling units. There are single-family homes and townhomes in the 
Blackhawk Station and Spring Creek sub-neighborhoods and apartments in the Canyon Creek development. 
Homes in these neighborhoods were constructed in the late 1990s and early 2000s, and they are bordered 
to the north by the Glenwild trail network and open space. The Park City RV Resort, which is open to 
recreational vehicles (RVs) year-round, is also on the north side of I-80 west of Spring Creek. These sub-
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Figure 3.2-5. Community Facilities in the Community and Property Impacts Evaluation Area 
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3.2.3.5 Public Safety and Security 
Emergency Services. The topic of public safety and security addresses how various emergency services, 
including fire protection, ambulance services, and law enforcement, satisfy the public safety needs of the 
community. An effective public safety presence, safe streets, and safe homes also contribute to community 
cohesion, social interaction, and quality of life. 

There are no law enforcement, fire, or other public safety facilities in the community and property impacts 
evaluation area, but, as shown above in Figure 3.2-5, Park City Fire Department Station 35 is immediately 
adjacent to the evaluation area on the south side of I-80 off Kilby Road, and Station 33 is on the north side 
of I-80 off Bitner Road. The Summit County Sheriff’s Office provides emergency response for the area. The 
University of Utah Redstone Healthcare Center, which offers both urgent and nonemergency care, is 
immediately adjacent to the evaluation area near the Fox Point townhomes. 

Driver and Road Safety. The topic of public safety also addresses driver and road safety. During the Area 
Plan and EIS scoping and alternatives screening phases of the Kimball Junction Project, UDOT received 
comments regarding wildlife–vehicle collisions and driver safety in the community and property impacts 
evaluation area. In 2022, UDOT reduced the speed limit on SR-224 from 55 miles per hour (mph) to 45 mph. 
Data indicate that lower speeds have contributed to reducing the number of wildlife–vehicle collisions 
(UDOT 2022). 

In addition, to reduce the number of wildlife–vehicle collisions, in 2023 UDOT installed wildlife exclusionary 
fencing on both the eastbound and westbound sides of I-80 from about MP 145.45 westward to the east side 
of Kimball Junction. Wildlife fencing has also been installed on both the eastbound and westbound sides of 
I-80 from just west of the Kimball Junction interchange to the wildlife bridge at MP 139.17. In anticipation of 
potential configuration changes associated with this EIS, the Kimball Junction interchange area has not yet 
been fenced. 

As described in Section 3.9, Ecosystem Resources, and shown in Table 3.9-3, Wildlife–vehicle Collisions in 
the Ecosystem Resources Evaluation Area between January 2018 and November 2024, on page 3-149, 
wildlife–vehicle collisions on I-80 in the community and property impacts evaluation area were generally 
lower in 2023 and 2024 than in previous years; this difference indicates that the fencing is likely successfully 
keeping wildlife from attempting to cross I-80 in the evaluation area. Moreover, wildlife–vehicle collision 
numbers on I-80 and SR-224 in the evaluation area from recent years are low compared to both statewide 
data and data for the surrounding area. For this reason, this area does not constitute a hot spot for wildlife–
vehicle collisions. 

3.2.3.6 Utilities 
UDOT contacted local municipalities and public and private utility providers that operate utility infrastructure 
in and adjacent to the utilities impacts evaluation area. Table 3.2-2 lists these utility providers and the 
approximate locations of their utility infrastructure. During the scoping period for this EIS, Mountain Regional 
Water stated that the evaluation area includes a critical transmission water line for its system and that two of 
its groundwater sources (wells) have source protection zones in the evaluation area. 
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Table 3.2-2. Utilities in the Utilities Impacts Evaluation Area 

Utility Provider  Utility Type  Utility Location  
Allwest Communications Fiber  Buried fiber lines run under the east side of SR-224, the south side of Ute Boulevard, the 

north side of Newpark Boulevard, the north side of Olympic Parkway, the east side of 
N. Landmark Drive, and the south side of W. Ute Boulevard.  

AT&T  Fiber  Buried fiber lines run under the north side of Rasmussen Road. 
Beehive Broadband Fiber  Buried fiber lines run under the east side of SR-224 south of Ute Boulevard, the west side 

of SR-224 north of Ute Boulevard, the north side of Newpark Boulevard, the north side of 
Olympic Parkway, and the west side of N. Landmark Drive.  

First Digital Telecom Fiber  Buried fiber lines run under the east side of SR-224 south of Ute Boulevard, the west side 
of SR-224 north of Ute Boulevard, the north side of Olympic Parkway, and the south side of 
Bear Cub Drive. 

Lumen/CenturyLink Fiber Buried fiber lines run under both sides of SR-224 south of Ute Boulevard, the east side of 
SR-224 north of Ute Boulevard, the south side of W. Ute Boulevard, the south side of the 
eastbound I-80 ramps, and the north side of the westbound I-80 on- and off-ramps. 

Rocky Mountain Power  Electric  Overhead electricity lines run above the north and south sides of I-80, the east side of 
SR-224 to Ute Boulevard north of Ute Boulevard, down the eastbound I-80 on-ramp, and 
across I-80 and Rasmussen Road. 

Buried electricity lines run under the east side of SR-224, Ute Boulevard, the west side of 
SR-224 to the south side of the eastbound I-80 off-ramp, the south side of the eastbound 
I-80 off-ramp, the north side of Olympic Parkway, the east side of N. Landmark Drive, and 
both sides of W. Ute Boulevard. 

Syringa  Fiber  Buried fiber lines run under the east side of SR-224 south of Ute Boulevard, the north side 
of Newpark Boulevard, and the north side of W. Ute Boulevard. 

UDOT  Fiber  Buried fiber lines run under the east side of SR-224 south of Ute Boulevard, the west side 
of SR-224 north of Ute Boulevard, the south side of I-80, and the north side of the 
westbound I-80 on-ramp. 

Utopia Fiber Fiber  Buried fiber lines run under the south side of W. Ute Boulevard and the west side of 
SR-224 north of Ute Boulevard. 

Lumen/CenturyLink  Fiber and/or 
telephone  

Buried fiber and/or telephone lines run under both sides of SR-224 south of Ute Boulevard, 
the north side of Olympic Parkway, both sides of Newpark Boulevard, the south side of 
W. Ute Boulevard, and the east side of N. Landmark Drive north of Ute Boulevard and 
south of Olympic Parkway. 

Xfinity (Comcast)  Fiber and/or 
community 
antenna 
television 
(CATV) 

Overhead fiber and/or CATV lines run over the north side of I-80 and the east side of 
SR-224, down the south side of the eastbound I-80 off-ramp, across I-80 north-south, and 
the north side of Rasmussen Road. 

Buried fiber and/or CATV lines run under the south side of I-80, both sides of SR-224, the 
north side of Olympic Parkway, the west side of N. Landmark Drive, the north side of 
W. Ute Boulevard, the west side of Sagewood Drive, and the south side of Rasmussen 
Road. 

Enbridge 
(formerly Dominion 
Energy)  

Gas  Buried gas lines run under both sides of SR-224, the west side of N. Landmark Drive, both 
sides of Ute Boulevard, the south side of Newpark Boulevard, and the south side of the 
eastbound I-80 on- and off-ramps. 

Chevron  Oil and/or 
energy  

Buried oil and/or energy lines run under the northwest-to-southeast crossing of SR-224 
south of Olympic Parkway and cross under SR-224 south of the Newpark Boulevard and 
SR-224 intersection. 

(Continued on next page) 
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Table 3.2-2. Utilities in the Utilities Impacts Evaluation Area 

Utility Provider  Utility Type  Utility Location  
Holly Energy  Oil and/or 

energy  
Buried oil and/or energy lines run under the south side of Ute Boulevard and the Ute 
Boulevard and Landmark Drive intersection.  

UDOT  Traffic 
signals and 
fiber 

Overhead traffic signals are located above both sides of SR-224, N. Landmark Drive, 
W. Ute Boulevard, Olympic Parkway, and all four I-80 on- and off-ramps. 

Buried fiber lines run under the east side of SR-224 south of Ute Boulevard, the west side 
of SR-224 north of Ute Boulevard, the south side of I-80, and the north side of the 
westbound I-80 on-ramp. 

Snyderville Basin Water 
Reclamation District  

Wastewater 
treatment 
and/or sewer  

Buried wastewater treatment and/or sewer lines run under both sides of SR-224, both sides 
of N. Landmark Drive, and the southwest corner of the I-80 and SR-224 single-point urban 
interchange (SPUI).  

Mountain Regional 
Water Special Service 
District 

Water Buried water lines run under the north side of Rasmussen Road. 

Summit Water 
Distribution Co.  

Water  Buried water lines run under both sides of SR-224, both sides of N. Landmark Drive, the 
north side of I-80, the north side of Olympic Parkway, both sides of W. Ute Boulevard, the 
south side of Rasmussen Road, the crossing for I-80 north-south on the eastern ramps, 
and the southwest corner of the SPUI of I-80 and SR-224. A pump house building is 
located on the southwest side of the Ute Boulevard and Landmark Drive roundabout.  

Definitions: CATV = community antenna television; SPUI = single-point urban interchange 
Note: The utility locations in this table are for each provider’s major facilities in the evaluation area. 
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3.8 Water Quality and Water Resources 
3.8.1 Introduction 
This section discusses the existing conditions of surface water and groundwater in the water quality and 
water resources evaluation area. This section also discusses the expected effects of the project alternatives 
on surface water and groundwater after construction. Water quality impacts during construction are 
addressed in Section 3.15, Construction Impacts. 

The main recurring impact to water quality from highway projects is from highway stormwater runoff that 
flows off impervious areas of the highway surface during precipitation. This runoff could pick up pollutants 
and, in the absence of complete retention, carry them to receiving water bodies. 

Water Quality and Water Resources Evaluation Area. The water quality and water resources evaluation 
area is the Kimball Junction EIS study area as identified in Section 1.1.1.1, Needs Assessment Evaluation 
Area. The project is in the East Canyon Creek watershed or “assessment unit.” The East Canyon Creek 
watershed from a point upstream of the East Canyon Water Reclamation Facility is included in the 
evaluation area because this area was used in the water quality modeling to establish a baseline surface 
water quality. It was also included to help assess the expected impacts of the project alternatives on surface 
water quality. 

3.8.2 Regulatory Setting 
The Utah Divisions of Water Quality (UDWQ) and Drinking Water (UDDW), which are part of the Utah 
Department of Environmental Quality (UDEQ), act pursuant to state laws, regulations, and authority 
delegated by EPA to enforce the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and the federal Safe Drinking Water Act. 
The Utah Division of Water Rights (UDWRi), which is part of the Utah Department of Natural Resources, 
acts pursuant to state laws and regulations pertaining to water rights. The laws and regulations that apply to 
the Kimball Junction Project are summarized in Table 3.8-1 and are discussed in the following sections. 
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Table 3.8-1. Laws and Regulations Related to Water Quality and Water Resources 
Regulation Regulating Agency and Requirement Applicability 
CWA Section 401 
Utah Water Quality 
Certification 
(Utah Administrative Code 
[UAC] Rule [R] 317-15, 
Water Quality Certification) 

If a CWA Section 404 permit is needed for the Kimball Junction 
Project, the Section 404 permit would require UDEQ to certify that 
the project would not cause Utah water quality standards 
(narrative and numeric) to be exceeded. This certification is a 
Section 401 Water Quality Certification. 

Water Quality Certification 
UDEQ provides this certification to 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) if a Section 404 permit is 
required. 

CWA Section 402 
(UAC R317-8, Utah Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination 
System [UPDES]) 

EPA has delegated authority for the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) program in Utah to UDEQ. 
Construction projects that discharge stormwater to surface water 
and construction projects that disturb 1 or more acres of land must 
obtain a UPDES permit to minimize impacts to water quality 
associated with construction activities. Operators of municipal 
separate storm sewer systems (MS4), such as UDOT, must 
comply with their UPDES permit to minimize water quality impacts 
associated with discharges from the project site. A UPDES 
Construction Dewatering or Hydrostatic Testing General Permit 
must be obtained if dewatering activities discharge project water 
to surface waters during construction. 

UPDES Permits 
Permits are required for roadway 
construction and stormwater 
discharges to surface water, such 
as dewatering activities that 
discharge project water to surface 
waters. Compliance with UDOT’s 
MS4 UPDES permit for ongoing 
operations is also required for all 
facilities. 

UAC R317-2-7-2, Narrative 
Water Quality Standards 
(limits discharges) 

This regulation states that it is unlawful to discharge substances 
that could cause undesirable effects on human health or aquatic 
life into surface waters. 

Narrative Standards 
Surface water discharges must 
comply with narrative standards. 

UAC R317-2-14, 
Numeric Criteria 
(in-stream standards) 

Numeric standards for water quality are based on the water’s 
designated beneficial uses, such as providing drinking water, 
supporting game fish, or supporting swimming. For surface waters 
exceeding water quality standards for pollutants identified on the 
state 303(d) list (of impaired waters), this regulation requires 
UDEQ to develop a total maximum daily load (TMDL) study to 
restore water quality standards and beneficial uses. 

Numeric Standards 
Surface water discharges are 
permitted as long as beneficial 
uses are protected. Discharges to 
surface waters with approved 
TMDL studies must comply with 
pollutant load allocations defined in 
the TMDL studies. 

UAC R317-2-3, 
Antidegradation Policy 

UDEQ assigns protection categories to manage the allowable 
level of degradation of water bodies in the state. Antidegradation 
procedures are applied to each protection category on a 
parameter-by-parameter basis. Antidegradation reviews are 
required for any action that requires a Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification or UPDES permit or any action that has the potential 
for major impacts to water quality. 

Antidegradation Review 
Reviews might be required to 
support the Section 401 Water 
Quality Certification required by 
USACE’s Section 404 permit. 

UAC R309-605, Drinking 
Water Source Protection for 
Surface Waters 
(regulates activities near 
drinking water sources) 

Owners of public water systems are responsible for protecting 
sources of drinking water and for submitting a drinking water 
source protection plan to UDDW. The protection plans must 
identify drinking water source protection zones around each 
drinking water source (such as a lake or river), existing sources of 
contamination, and the types of new construction projects that are 
restricted within each zone. 

Source Protection 
Land uses and potential sources of 
contamination should be managed 
in compliance with the drinking 
water source protection plans. 

(Continued on next page) 
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Table 3.8-1. Laws and Regulations Related to Water Quality and Water Resources 
Regulation Regulating Agency and Requirement Applicability 
CWA Section 404 UAC 
R655-13, Stream Alteration 

Any changes to a natural streambed and stream banks require a 
CWA Section 404 permit for stream alteration. This permit, which 
has been jointly authorized by USACE and the State of Utah, can 
be obtained from UDWRi pursuant to certain rules. 

Stream Alteration Permit 
Any project that proposes to alter a 
natural stream must receive a state 
stream alteration permit for 
alteration activities. 

UAC R317-6, Groundwater 
Quality Protection 

UDEQ classifies aquifers and permits discharges to groundwater 
to protect and maintain groundwater quality. Permits are required 
for discharges to groundwater. 

Groundwater Discharge Permits 
Stormwater management facilities 
are “permitted by rule” by UDWQ. 

Definitions: CWA = Clean Water Act; EPA = U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; MS4 = municipal separate storm sewer system; 
NPDES = National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System; R = Rule; TMDL = total maximum daily load; UAC = Utah Administrative 
Code; UDEQ = Utah Department of Environmental Quality; UDWQ = Utah Department of Water Quality; UDWRi = Utah Division of 
Water Rights; UPDES = Utah Pollutant Discharge Elimination System; USACE = U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

3.8.2.1 Surface Waters and Beneficial-use Classifications 
Under the CWA, every state must establish and maintain water quality 
standards designed to protect, restore, and preserve the quality of the 
waters of the state. UDEQ oversees Utah’s water quality standards, 
which broadly consist of an antidegradation policy and numeric and 
narrative standards for beneficial uses that apply to all waters within the 
state boundaries. 

3.8.2.1.1 Antidegradation Policy and Reviews 
Utah’s antidegradation policy states that waters that have an existing quality that is better than established 
standards for their designated beneficial uses should be maintained at a high quality (Utah Administrative 
Code [UAC] Rule [R] 317-2-3.1). Discharges that could lower or degrade water quality are allowable if 
UDEQ determines that these discharges are necessary for important economic or social development. 
However, discharges must not impair the existing in-stream beneficial uses of these high-quality waters. 

Highway stormwater runoff is generally considered a nonpoint source discharge, whether it flows overland 
and is discharged directly to an adjacent water body or is collected in a storm drain system that discharges 
to a water body at one or more points. 

An antidegradation review determines whether a proposed activity complies with the applicable 
antidegradation requirements for receiving waters that might be affected. Antidegradation reviews are 
required for any activity that requires a federal permit and/or water quality certification or for projects, which, 
as determined by the director of UDWQ, could have a major impact on water quality. To facilitate Utah’s 
antidegradation policy, all waters in Utah are designated as Category 1, 2, or 3 waters. 

• Category 1 Waters. With Category 1 waters, new point discharges are not allowed; however, new 
discharges from nonpoint sources are allowed if best management practices (BMPs) are used to the 
extent feasible to address the effects of pollution. Point-source discharges may be allowed in these 
waters if the discharges are determined to be either temporary and limited or temporary and related 
only to sediment or turbidity and if fish spawning would not be impaired. BMPs are discussed further 
in Section 3.8.2.1.3, Stormwater Discharges. 

What are beneficial uses? 

Lakes, rivers, and other water 
bodies have uses for people and 
other forms of life called beneficial 
uses. 
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• Category 2 Waters. Category 2 waters have the same 
requirements as Category 1 waters, except that point-source 
discharges may be allowed if the discharge does not degrade 
existing water quality. 

• Category 3 Waters. With Category 3 waters, point-source 
discharges are allowed, and degradation of water quality may 
occur as long as an antidegradation review is completed and 
approved to ensure that existing beneficial uses will be 
maintained and protected. 

Section 3.8.3.1, Surface Waters and Beneficial-use Classifications, discusses the designated beneficial uses 
and antidegradation categories of the surface waters in the water quality and water resources evaluation area. 

3.8.2.1.2 Beneficial-use Designations, Numeric Standards, and Narrative Standards 
UDEQ designates all surface water bodies in Utah according to how the water is used. Table 3.8-2 lists the 
possible beneficial-use classifications for surface waters in the state. 

Table 3.8-2. Possible Beneficial-use Designations for Surface Waters in Utah 
Class Description 

1C Protected for domestic purposes with prior treatment by treatment processes as required by the Utah Division 
of Drinking Water. 

2A Protected for frequent primary-contact recreation where there is a high likelihood of ingestion of water or a 
high degree of bodily contact with the water, such as swimming, rafting, kayaking, diving, and waterskiing. 

2B 
Protected for infrequent primary-contact recreation and for secondary-contact recreation where there is a low 
likelihood of ingestion of water or a low degree of bodily contact with the water. Examples include, but are not 
limited to, wading, hunting, and fishing. 

3A Protected for cold-water species of game fish and other cold-water aquatic life, including the necessary 
aquatic organisms in their food chain. 

3B Protected for warm-water species of game fish and other warm-water aquatic life, including the necessary 
aquatic organisms in their food chain. 

3C Protected for nongame fish and other aquatic life, including the necessary aquatic organisms in their food 
chain.  

3D Protected for waterfowl, shore birds, and other water-oriented wildlife not included in Classes 3A, 3B, or 3C, 
including the necessary aquatic organisms in their food chain. 

3E Severely habitat-limited waters. Narrative standards will be applied to protect these waters for aquatic wildlife. 
4 Protected for agricultural uses, including irrigation of crops and stock watering. 

5 
Various designations that involve open and transitional waters of the Great Salt Lake that are protected for 
infrequent primary- and secondary-contact recreation, waterfowl, shore birds, and other water-oriented 
wildlife, including their necessary food chain. 

Source: UAC R317-2-6, Use Designations, updated January 25, 2023 

What is a best management 
practice (BMP)? 

A BMP is a stormwater facility that 
is designed to manage and treat 
stormwater runoff by removing 
pollutants or reducing the volume 
of potentially polluted runoff that 
reaches a water body. 
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Each beneficial-use designation has numeric standards for water quality that are intended to protect the 
designated beneficial uses of the water, such as providing drinking water, supporting game fish and other 
wildlife, or protecting waders and swimmers (UAC R317-2-14). Numeric standards refer to pollutant 
concentration limits that are applied to each class of water to protect its beneficial uses. 

Narrative standards, which are general policy statements that prohibit the discharge of waste or other 
substances that result in unacceptable water quality conditions, such as visible pollution or conditions that 
are harmful to healthy aquatic life, also apply to waters in the water quality and water resources evaluation 
area. 

When a lake, river, or stream fails to meet the water quality standards for 
its beneficial uses, the State places the water body on a list of “impaired” 
waters—also known as a 303(d) list—and prepares a study called a total 
maximum daily load (TMDL). A TMDL study aims to determine the 
allowable load of a given pollutant for an impaired water body and to 
allocate that load among different pollutant sources. The TMDL process 
is crucial for improving water quality because it links water quality 
standards with implementing control actions designed to attain those 
standards. 

3.8.2.1.3 Stormwater Discharges 
Under the Utah Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (UPDES) program rules, industries and 
municipalities that could discharge wastewater, stormwater, or other pollutants into water bodies must obtain 
a UPDES permit to minimize impacts to water quality. 

UDOT has been issued a statewide municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) permit (UTS000003) that 
allows stormwater to be discharged from transportation facilities to waters of the state. In addition to 
managing stormwater runoff during construction through implementing a stormwater pollution prevention 
plan (SWPPP), UDOT must address postconstruction stormwater runoff from new and redeveloped roads in 
accordance with its permit requirements. Regarding the Kimball Junction Project, UDOT must, to the extent 
practical, evaluate permanent stormwater management BMPs (such as detention basins, vegetated swales, 
or infiltration trenches) that minimize impacts to surface water quality from the discharge of additional 
stormwater runoff associated with the proposed improvements and project elements. BMPs are designed to 
remove pollutants from the runoff and/or reduce the total volume of stormwater runoff that is discharged. 

What is a 303(d) list? 

When a lake, river, or stream fails 
to meet the water quality 
standards for its designated 
beneficial use, the State places 
the water body on a list of 
“impaired” waters—also known as 
a 303(d) list—and prepares a 
study called a TMDL. 



 

August 2025 
Utah Department of Transportation  3-117 

3.8.2.2 Groundwater Quality and Discharges 
The Utah Water Quality Board classifies aquifers according to their quality and use. UDWQ publishes 
numeric standards for each class of aquifer (UAC R317-6-3). Aquifers in Utah are classified as shown in 
Table 3.8-3. 

Table 3.8-3. Aquifer Classifications in Utah 

Class Description 

Total Dissolved 
Solids (TDS) 

Concentration 

Can Exceed 
Contaminant 

Concentrations Listed 
in UAC R317-6-2? 

Class IA – 
Pristine  

A source of groundwater that is protected to the maximum 
extent feasible from degradation due to facilities that would 
discharge or would probably discharge to groundwater. 

< 500 mg/L No 

Class IB – 
Irreplaceable 

A source of groundwater for a community public drinking water 
system for which no reliable supply of comparable quality and 
quantity is available. 

NA NA 

Class IC – 
Ecologically Important 

A source of groundwater discharge that is important to the 
continued existence of wildlife habitat. NA NA 

Class II – 
Drinking Water Quality 

A source of groundwater that is protected for use as drinking 
water or other similar beneficial use with prior conventional 
treatment. 

Between 500 and 
3,000 mg/L No 

Class III – 
Limited Use 

A source of groundwater that is protected as a potential 
source of drinking water with substantial prior treatment or as 
a source of water for industry or agriculture. 

Between 3,000 
and 10,000 mg/L Yes 

Class IV – 
Saline Groundwater 

Groundwater that has a high concentration of TDS > 10,000 mg/L Yes 

Sources: UAC R317-6-3, Ground Water Classes, and UAC R317-6-4, Ground Water Class Protection Levels, updated October 24, 2013 
Definitions: mg/L = milligrams per liter; NA = not applicable; TDS = total dissolved solids 

UDWQ requires groundwater permits for activities that discharge pollutants into groundwater. However, 
some flood-control facilities do not require a groundwater discharge permit and are instead considered to be 
“permitted by rule” [UAC R317-6-6.2(A)(5) and R317-6-6.2(A)(7)]. Under this generalized permit by rule, 
UDOT is not required to obtain a groundwater discharge permit if the groundwater discharge does not cause 
groundwater to exceed the groundwater quality standards or total dissolved solids (TDS) limits for the 
applicable class of aquifer. Flood-control systems that are considered “permitted by rule” include detention 
basins, catch basins, and wetland treatment facilities used for collecting or conveying stormwater runoff, 
such as BMPs that infiltrate stormwater. 
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3.8.2.3 Drinking Water Source Protection Plans and Zones 
Owners of public water systems are responsible for protecting sources of drinking water and for submitting a 
drinking water source protection plan to UDDW. Such plans must identify drinking water source protection 
zones around each drinking water source (such as a lake, river, spring, or groundwater well), identify 
existing and potential sources of contamination, and propose methods to control sources of pollution within 
each zone. 

For both groundwater and surface water sources, UDDW requires that a drinking water source protection 
plan be prepared to identify four distinct drinking water source protection zones for each well or surface 
water source. Table 3.8-4 describes these four zones. 

Table 3.8-4. Drinking Water Source Protection Plan Zone Descriptions 
Zone Groundwater Source Zone Description Surface Water Source Zone Description 

Zone 1 The area within a 100-foot radius of the 
wellhead 

The area from 100 feet downstream of the 
system intake to 15 miles above the intake 
and a half mile on each side of the drainage 

Zone 2 The area within a 250-day groundwater 
time of travel to the wellhead 

The area between 15 and 65 miles 
upstream from the intake and 1,000 feet on 
each side of the drainage 

Zone 3 The area within a 3-year groundwater 
time of travel to the wellhead 

The area between 15 and 65 miles 
upstream from the intake and the edge of 
the watershed and 500 feet on each side of 
the drainage 

Zone 4 The area within a 15-year groundwater 
time of travel to the wellhead 

The rest of the contributing watershed 
outside Zones 1, 2, and 3 

In addition to the surface water source protection zones, watershed management plans, antidegradation 
reviews, and standards for surface water, beneficial-use designations provide many mechanisms for 
protecting drinking water sources. Land managers are responsible for protecting drinking water sources from 
contamination in coordination with the public water system owners. Through zoning and land use, cities 
control which forms of development are allowable within each of the various drinking water source protection 
zones. 

In general, if transportation development within source protection Zone 1 is determined by the owner to 
harm the function of a well or surface water intake, methods to reduce and/or eliminate the harm might be 
proposed. See Section 3.8.2.4, Water Rights, below for a description of surface water and groundwater 
drinking water source protection zones in the water quality and water resources evaluation area. 
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3.8.2.4 Water Rights 
All waters in Utah are public property. UDWRi regulates the appropriation and distribution of water in Utah. 
A water right is a right to divert (remove from its natural source) and beneficially use water (UDWRi 2011). 
The defining elements of a typical water right include the following elements: 

• A defined nature and extent of beneficial use 

• A priority date 

• A defined quantity of water allowed for diversion by flow rate (cubic feet per second) and/or volume 
(acre-feet) 

• A specified point of diversion and source of water 

• A specified place of beneficial use 

UDWRi oversees water right points of diversion. Water right points of diversion are locations from which a 
water right owner can legally divert water from a source and beneficially use it. Knowing the location of and 
protecting existing points of diversion is important to ensure that a project does not affect the physical point 
of diversion, the water quality, or the beneficial use of the existing points of diversion. For administrative 
purposes, water rights are classified into the following categories based on their status: 

• Perfected. Perfected water rights are fully developed and have been certificated by the State 
Engineer, decreed by a court of law, or certificated legislatively. These rights are considered real 
property (UDWRi 2023a). 

○ Unperfected water rights are classified as either Approved or Unapproved. Approved water 
rights have been granted through an application to the State Engineer, whereas unapproved 
water rights have been applied for but have not yet been granted. These water rights may 
become perfected once the owner has submitted sufficient proof to the State Engineer that the 
water is being used according to its beneficial uses (OLRGC 2023). 

• Terminated. Terminated water rights have been ended by a court order (UDWRi 2023a). 

3.8.3 Affected Environment 
There are several surface water bodies (streams) in the water quality and water resources evaluation area. 
Near the evaluation area, these streams are conveyed in open channels except when they are conveyed in 
culverts under existing roadways. These surface waters have assigned beneficial uses, antidegradation 
categories, and water quality impairments. This section also discusses the groundwater quality and 
resources, drinking water source protection zones, and water right points of diversion in the evaluation area. 

Figure 3.8-1 shows the evaluation area, water quality assessment point, surface water bodies, and water 
right points of diversion by current status in the evaluation area. 
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Figure 3.8-1. Water Resources in the Water Quality and Water Resources Evaluation Area 
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3.8.3.1 Surface Waters and Beneficial-use Classifications 
All surface water bodies in the water quality and water resources evaluation area originate in the Wasatch 
Mountains and foothills to the west and south of the evaluation area, flow generally from south to north and 
west to east through the evaluation area into East Canyon Creek, and have similar beneficial uses and 
antidegradation requirements. The creeks in the evaluation area are all located in the same assessment unit 
(AU). An AU is an area that the State has defined to determine whether the beneficial uses of the surface 
waters are supported. 

Table 3.8-5 summarizes the beneficial-use classifications and antidegradation categories of the surface 
waters in the evaluation area.  

Table 3.8-5. Beneficial Uses and Antidegradation Categories of Surface Waters in the Water 
Quality and Water Resources Evaluation Area 

Water Body 
Assessment 
Unit / Reach 

Reach 
Description Beneficial Uses Antidegradation 

Category 
East Canyon Creek East Canyon 

Creek-2 
East Canyon 
Creek and 
tributaries from 
East Canyon 
Reservoir to 
headwaters 

• 1C – Domestic/drinking water 
with prior treatment 

• 2B – Infrequent primary 
contact recreation 

• 3A – Cold water 
fishery/aquatic life 

• 4 – Agricultural uses including 
irrigation of crops and stock 
watering 

Category 3 
Twomile Canyon Creek 
Unnamed Tributary to East Canyon 
Creek 
Threemile Canyon Creek 
Unnamed Tributary to Murnin Creek 1 
Unnamed Tributary to Murnin Creek 2 
Murnin Creek 
Willow Draw 
Sources: UAC R317-2-12, Category 1 and Category 2 Waters; UAC R317-2-13, Classification of Waters of the State, as in effect 
January 25, 2023. Any surface water not explicitly categorized as Category 1 or Category 2 in UAC R317-2-12 is considered to be 
Category 3. 

3.8.3.2 Impaired Water Bodies 
The East Canyon Creek-2 AU is impaired for one or more constituents and, therefore, does not meet the 
water quality standards for some of its beneficial uses. These surface waters have been added to the State’s 
303(d) list, and the State will need to complete the required TMDL studies to determine the sources of 
pollutants in these waters and approaches for reducing the pollutants’ concentrations. 

Table 3.8-6 lists the impairments of the surface waters in the water quality and water resources evaluation 
area and the TMDL development status for each of these surface waters. The approved TMDLs and their 
conclusions are also discussed below. 
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Table 3.8-6. Impaired Surface Waters in the Water Quality and Water Resources Evaluation Area 

Water Body 
Assessment Unit / 

Reach 
Constituents or 
Measurements Description of Impairment TMDL Development Status 

East Canyon Creek East Canyon Creek-2 • Water 
temperature 

• Total 
phosphorus 

• Dissolved 
oxygen 

• Does not meet water 
quality standards for 
beneficial use 3A (cold-
water fishery and aquatic 
life) because of elevated 
water temperature, 
decreased dissolved 
oxygen, and total 
phosphorus. 

• Approved for dissolved 
oxygen and total 
phosphorus. 

• Not developed for water 
temperature; low priority for 
development. 

Twomile Canyon Creek 
Unnamed Tributary to 
East Canyon Creek 
Threemile Canyon Creek 
Unnamed Tributary to 
Murnin Creek 1 
Unnamed Tributary to 
Murnin Creek 2 
Murnin Creek 
Willow Draw 
Source: UDWQ 2024 
Definitions: TDS = total dissolved solids 

The approved TMDL for total phosphorus and dissolved oxygen (UDWQ 2010) lists the sources of total 
phosphorus in East Canyon Creek and East Canyon Reservoir. The watershed’s nonpoint sources of 
phosphorus include spring melt runoff from ski resorts and urban areas, stormwater runoff from Park City 
and construction sites, streambank erosion, agricultural land uses, and natural background sources, 
including phosphatic shales in the watershed. The only regulated point source is the East Canyon Water 
Reclamation Facility. 

The water quality modeling that has been conducted uses water quality data from a point upstream of the 
East Canyon Water Reclamation Facility (shown as the assessment point in Figure 3.8-1, Water Resources 
in the Water Quality and Water Resources Evaluation Area, above) to capture the effects of the nonpoint 
sources of phosphorus. 

The main factors that cause low dissolved oxygen are listed in the TMDL as solar radiation due to the lack of 
shade to the stream, channel widening resulting in shallow reaches, and low stream velocity and flow during 
the summer months, which contribute to a higher in-stream water temperature. Waters with higher in-stream 
water temperatures have a lower capacity to dissolve oxygen. Other factors that could contribute to low 
dissolved oxygen are sediment, organic matter, and nutrients. 

3.8.3.3 Groundwater Resources and Quality 
The groundwater resources (aquifers) in the water quality and water resources evaluation area have not 
been classified by UDWQ or as sole-source aquifers (aquifers that are the only source of drinking water for a 
community) by EPA (EPA 2023). 

3.8.3.4 Drinking Water Source Protection Zones 
This section discusses the drinking water source protection zones in the water quality and water resources 
evaluation area that could be impacted by the action alternatives because they are partially located in the 



 

August 2025 
Utah Department of Transportation  3-123 

project right-of-way. These drinking water source protection zones are associated with groundwater, surface 
water, and transient, non-community drinking water sources and have protection plans in place, which 
include allowable activities, types of development, and measures to protect water quality from potential 
pollution sources in different zones. UDOT determined which drinking water source protection zones are in 
the evaluation area by overlaying GIS files of the drinking water source protection zones that were acquired 
from UDDW onto the evaluation area, excluding the East Canyon Creek upstream watershed 
(UDDW 2023a). Table 3.8-7 shows the public water systems and zone types that have drinking water 
source protection zones in the evaluation area. 

Table 3.8-7. Drinking Water Source Protection Zones in the Water Quality and 
Water Resources Evaluation Area 

Public Water System 

Number of Impacted Designations 

Zone 1 Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 
Groundwater Drinking Water Source Protection Zones 
Gorgoza Mutual Water Company 0 2 2 4 
Mountain Regional Water Special Service District 0 1 2 3 
Summit Water Distribution Company 4 8 8 8 
Surface Water Drinking Water Source Protection Zones 
Weber Basin Water Conservancy District – Central 0 1 0 1 
Weber Basin Water Conservancy District – South 0 1 0 1 
Transient, Non-community Drinking Water Source Protection Zones 
Park City RV Park (formerly Hidden Haven Campground)a 0 1 0 1 
Source: UDDW 2023a 
a According to a source water assessment (UDDW 2023b), this system has moderate to high 

susceptibility to impacts from roads, commercial and residential development, fuel tanks, and 
pesticides. 

3.8.3.5 Water Rights 
This section identifies water right points of diversion in the water quality and water resources evaluation area 
that could be impacted by the action alternatives. For groundwater points (underground or abandoned 
wells), the point of diversion is typically the area around the wellhead. For surface waters, the point of 
diversion could be a diversion structure in a stream or a collection system around a spring. 

UDWRi tracks water rights according to an inventoried water right number. Each water right number can 
represent one or more actual groundwater wells, springs, surface water sources, or a combination of these 
sources. 

Table 3.8-8 summarizes the number of water rights by type in the right-of-way for the action alternatives. 
The approximate locations of points of diversion or clusters of water rights (shown as one point) are shown 
above in Figure 3.8-1, Water Resources in the Water Quality and Water Resources Evaluation Area, above. 
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Table 3.8-8. Water Right Points of Diversion by Type and Status in the Rights-of-way for the 
Action Alternatives 
Type of Diversion Number of Sources Status Owners 
Surface 27 • A – Approved (4) 

• P – Perfected (4) 
• T – Terminated (19) 

• Mountain Regional Water Special Service District (P, T) 
• Snyderville Basin Sewer Improvement District (P) 
• Glenwild Golf Club, LLC (T) 
• Grayhawk / DMB Park City, LLC (T) 
• private owners (A, P, and T) 

Underground 34 • A – Approved (18) 
• P – Perfected (3) 
• T – Terminated (13) 

• Chevron Resources Company (A) 
• UDOT (A, P, T), Summit County (A) 
• Summit Water Distribution Company (A and T) 
• Kmam Real Estate, LLC (P) 
• Gorgoza Pines Ranch, Inc. (T) 
• Saunders Land Investment Corporation (T) 
• Summit County Service Area #3 (T) 
• Private owners (A, P, and T) 

Abandoned Well 6 • A – Approved (6) • Summit Water Distribution Company (A) 
Source: UDWRi 2023b 
Note that a single point of diversion in Figure 3.8-1, Water Resources in the Water Quality and Water Resources Evaluation Area, 
above can represent more than one water right. 

3.8.4 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 
This section discusses the expected water quality impacts to surface water quality, groundwater quality, 
drinking water, and water rights from the project alternatives. 

3.8.4.1 Methodology 
UDOT used the Stochastic Empirical Loading and Dilution Model (SELDM), which was developed by FHWA 
and the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), to estimate the effects of the Kimball Junction Project on water 
quality. UDOT assessed the impacts of solids, nutrients, and metals, which are common pollutants in 
highway stormwater runoff. 

Total phosphorus, for which East Canyon Creek is impaired, is included in this list of common pollutants in 
highway stormwater runoff. East Canyon Creek is also impaired for water temperature and dissolved 
oxygen; however, UDOT did not quantitatively analyze these water quality parameters. Water temperature 
has seasonality effects, which are difficult to correct in a stochastic analysis, and low dissolved oxygen is 
tied to elevated water temperature as described in the TMDL study (UDWQ 2010). Sediment, organic 
matter, and nutrients (all of which have been analyzed quantitatively) in the stream might also affect 
dissolved oxygen concentrations. The BMPs that are planned as a part of the Kimball Junction Project 
should be effective in reducing sediment and nutrients loads from highway stormwater runoff that are 
discharged to East Canyon Creek. There is no current TMDL for water temperature in East Canyon Creek; 
however, as discussed in Section 3.8.3.2, Impaired Water Bodies, many of the factors that are listed as 
causes of low dissolved oxygen could also contribute to higher water temperatures. UDOT would participate 
in developing a future TMDL for water temperature if UDWQ later determines that UDOT’s facilities are a 
major contributor to the impairment. It is generally understood that large increases in impervious area can 
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contribute to higher water temperatures; however, compared to the existing impervious area in the upstream 
watershed, the action alternatives would add a de minimis amount of new impervious area (less than 1% of 
the existing impervious area in the upstream watershed). UDOT does not expect that this small increase in 
impervious area would substantially increase East Canyon Creek’s water temperature. 

UDOT has prepared a supplemental technical report (Appendix 3C, Water Quality Technical Report) to 
document the methodology that was used to determine the expected environmental consequences of the 
action alternatives, specifically the expected impacts to surface water resources. 

The environmental consequences were determined by comparing the modeling results for Alternatives A 
and C to the modeling results for the No-Action Alternative to understand the changes that could occur from 
implementing either of the action alternatives. The modeling results were compared in two ways: 

• Determining the percentage of simulated storms for the project alternatives that produced an in-
stream concentration greater than or equal to the surface water quality standards for East Canyon 
Creek. 

• Determining the modeled central range of in-stream concentrations (the range of concentrations that 
would be expected for between 80% [low end] and 20% [high end] of storms) for the project 
alternatives. The central range of in-stream concentrations is typically used in stochastic analysis to 
understand the impacts of an action while excluding the events that would statistically almost never 
or almost always occur. 

UDOT intends to continue using any existing water quality control facilities (or BMPs) and to design and 
construct any new facilities that are needed to address the additional impervious areas that would be added 
with the selected alternative. To be conservative in the analysis, UDOT assumed that no existing BMPs 
were in place and ran the SELDM model with no BMP influence for the No-Action Alternative. For the action 
alternatives, UDOT applied detention basin BMPs to the SELDM model to the extent that any stormwater 
runoff from the additional impervious area would be treated before being discharged into East Canyon 
Creek. 

For the Kimball Junction Project, UDOT analyzed the potential detention basin locations near or inside the 
existing UDOT right-of-way for the storage volume needed to manage the additional stormwater runoff from 
the new impervious areas. This analysis aimed to identify locations with enough storage volume to treat the 
runoff from the additional impervious area for the 100-year, 24-hour storm (a precipitation event that lasts 
24 hours and statistically occurs every 100 years). The potential detention basin locations also needed to 
have minimal impacts to the existing built environment and other environmental resources. 

Because of the project site’s existing topography and drainage patterns, the locations that had enough 
storage volume and would have minimal impacts to the existing built environment do not always allow the 
stormwater runoff to be captured and treated from the new impervious areas. 

To accommodate the existing built environment, UDOT assumed a volumetric approach where a volume of 
stormwater runoff that is equal to or greater than the respective net increase of stormwater runoff from 
Alternatives A and C would be captured from a different location along the roadway corridor in the East 
Canyon Creek watershed and would be treated before being discharged as if that stormwater runoff came 
from the new impervious areas associated with Alternatives A and C. 
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In addition to the surface water quality modeling (see Appendix 3C, Water Quality Technical Report), UDOT 
assessed impacts to water right points of diversion and drinking water source protection zones using GIS 
shapefiles of these resources (UDDW 2023a; UDWRi 2023b). These shapefiles were overlaid on the 
preliminary design for the action alternatives to determine the expected impacts of the action alternatives to 
drinking water source protection zones and water right points of diversion. 

There are a few existing stream crossings in the water quality and water resources evaluation area. The 
physical condition of these crossings will be evaluated during the final design stage of the project, and the 
appropriate action for each location will be taken. These actions might include replacing, lining, extending, or 
repairing conveyance structures, as well as a number of other methods or techniques that might be pursued 
to limit the impacts of the work. Mitigation measures for these actions are discussed in Section 3.8.4.5, 
Mitigation Measures for Impacts to Water Quality and Water Resources. 

3.8.4.2 No-Action Alternative 
This section describes the impacts to water quality and water resources in the water quality and water 
resources evaluation area from stormwater runoff from the No-Action Alternative. With this alternative, the 
roadways in Kimball Junction would remain mostly as they are now, so there would be no additional 
impervious areas added and no change to the current effects of highway stormwater runoff on water quality 
and water resources. Stormwater would be treated as it is currently being treated because vehicles would 
continue to use the existing roads in the evaluation area. 

Other projects might be completed independently of the Kimball Junction Project; however, the impacts to 
water quality and water resources from these projects would be addressed through individual UPDES 
permits (construction and/or community MS4 permits) and other regulatory processes that are in place to 
protect water quality. 

3.8.4.2.1 Surface Waters and Beneficial-use Classifications with the No-Action Alternative 
With the No-Action Alternative, there would be no change to any impacts from existing highway stormwater 
runoff to surface waters because the Kimball Junction Project would not be implemented. The completed 
TMDLs do not specify highway stormwater runoff as a main contributor to the existing exceedance of water 
quality standards. 

UDOT prepared a version of the water quality model for the No-Action Alternative to establish a baseline to 
compare the modeled water quality of the action alternatives to this baseline (conditions in 2050); see 
Section 2.3.1, Alternative A, and Section 2.3.2, Alternative C, in Appendix 3C, Water Quality Technical 
Report, for a description of the baseline model results for East Canyon Creek. A summary of these results 
for the No-Action Alternative is provided in Table 3.8-9, Impacts to East Canyon Creek with the No-Action 
Alternative and Alternative A and Numeric Water Quality Exceedances, and Table 3.8-11, Impacts to East 
Canyon Creek with the No-Action Alternative and Alternative C and Numeric Water Quality Exceedances, 
below. 
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3.8.4.2.2 Impacts to Groundwater Quality and Resources with the No-Action Alternative 
The No-Action Alternative would not additionally affect any groundwater resources or quality. 

3.8.4.2.3 Impacts to Drinking Water Source Protection Plans and Protection Zones with the 
No-Action Alternative 

The No-Action Alternative would not additionally affect drinking water source protection zones. 

3.8.4.2.4 Impacts to Water Rights with the No-Action Alternative 
The No-Action Alternative would not additionally affect any water right points of diversion. 

3.8.4.2.5 Impacts to Stream Crossings with the No-Action Alternative 
The No-Action Alternative would not include actions that would additionally impact any existing stream 
crossings of the roads associated with the Kimball Junction Project. 

3.8.4.3 Alternative A 
This section describes the impacts to water quality and water resources from Alternative A. With 
Alternative A, UDOT would construct about 6.6 acres of additional impervious area, which would result in a 
net increase of impervious area that would contribute runoff to surface waters. Stormwater runoff would be 
managed through detention basins and other potential BMPs in accordance with UDOT’s Stormwater 
Quality Design Manual (UDOT 2021c). 

Figure 3.8-2 shows the project footprint for Alternative A in relation to the water quality monitoring point at 
which the surface water quality was modeled using SELDM and the water right points of diversion that would 
be impacted by Alternative A. The impacted water right points of diversion are discussed in 
Section 3.8.4.3.4, Impacts to Water Rights with Alternative A. 
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Figure 3.8-2. Water Resources Impacted by Alternative A 
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3.8.4.3.1 Impacts to Surface Waters and Beneficial-use Classifications with Alternative A 
UDOT analyzed the highway stormwater runoff and its potential impacts to surface waters; the results are 
provided in Section 2.3.1, Alternative A, of Appendix 3C, Water Quality Technical Report. The results of a 
modeling analysis of East Canyon Creek upstream of the East Canyon wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) 
including comparisons between the No-Action Alternative and the expected conditions with the project 
(represented by Alternative A). 

Table 3.8-9 summarizes the results of comparing the No-Action Alternative and Alternative A for the main 
contaminants of concern, which are contaminants with existing impairments or impacts that exceed the 
water quality standards for East Canyon Creek’s beneficial uses. 

Table 3.8-9. Impacts to East Canyon Creek with the No-Action Alternative and Alternative A and 
Numeric Water Quality Exceedances 

Pollutant 

Most Stringent Surface 
Water Quality Standard 

(Beneficial Use) 

% of Simulated Storms Equaling 
or Exceeding the Most Stringent 

Water Quality Standard 
Downstream of the Kimball 

Junction Project Area 

“Central Concentration Range” – 
Downstream Concentration Equaled or 
Exceeded during _____ of Simulated 

Storms 

No-Action 
Alternative Alternative A 

No-Action Alternative Alternative A 

80% 20% 80% 20% 

Total phosphorus 0.05 mg/L (1C and 3Aa,b) 11.88 14.15 0.0135 0.0382 0.0140 0.0398 
Definitions: mg/L = milligrams per liter 
Note: This table includes only the constituents for which a stream is impaired and/or where the modeled central range of expected 

concentrations (between 20% and 80% of storms) exceeds the water quality standard. For full model results, see Section 2.3.1, 
Alternative A, of Appendix 3C, Water Quality Technical Report. Water temperature and dissolved oxygen were not quantitatively 
analyzed using the water quality model. 

a The 1-hour criterion was chosen because impacts from stormwater runoff typically move downstream and dissipate quickly. 
b Pollution indicator. 

The modeling shows that the expected surface water concentration ranges for most of the pollutants 
analyzed in East Canyon Creek downstream of the project area would not materially change between the 
No-Action Alternative and Alternative A. Furthermore, the concentrations would not exceed the surface 
water quality standards associated with East Canyon Creek (for beneficial uses 1C, 2B, 3A, and 4) with 
most storms. 

East Canyon Creek is currently impaired for total phosphorus, water temperature, and dissolved oxygen. 
Water temperature and dissolved oxygen were not modeled by SELDM; therefore, no quantitative results 
are presented for changes in water temperature or dissolved oxygen. 

The model results for the No-Action Alternative and Alternative A show that East Canyon Creek could 
exceed the total phosphorus concentration standard (pollution indicator) for beneficial uses 1C and 3A of 
0.05 milligrams per liter (mg/L) for 11.88% and 14.15% of storms, respectively (Table 3.8-9 above). This 
difference between the No-Action Alternative and Alternative A represents an increase of about 2.25% of 
storms that are expected to exceed the water quality standard for Alternative A compared to the No-Action 
Alternative. The central concentration range (between 80% and 20% of storms) for total phosphorus for both 
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Alternative A and the No-Action Alternative is below the water quality standard for total phosphorus and 
shows minor increases (about 4%) in both ends of the range for Alternative A compared to the No-Action 
Alternative (Table 3.8-9 above). 

3.8.4.3.2 Impacts to Groundwater Quality and Resources with Alternative A 
Alternative A would not additionally impact groundwater resources or groundwater quality. 

3.8.4.3.3 Impacts Drinking Water Source Protection Plans and Protection Zones with 
Alternative A 

The project footprint for Alternative A intersects drinking water source protection zones for groundwater, 
surface water, and transient, non-community public water systems. Table 3.8-10 lists the public water 
systems with drinking water source protection zones that are intersected by Alternative A. To protect the 
security of drinking water source intakes, the drinking water source protection zones are not shown in 
a figure. 

Table 3.8-10. Impacts to Drinking Water Source Protection Zones in 
the Water Resources and Water Quality Resources Evaluation Area 
with Alternative A 

Public Water System 

Number of Impacted Designations 

Zone 1 Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 
Groundwater Drinking Water Source Protection Zones 
Gorgoza Mutual Water Company 0 2 2 2 
Mountain Regional Water Special Service District 0 0 1 2 
Summit Water Distribution Company 1 6 6 6 
Surface Water Drinking Water Source Protection Zones 
Weber Basin Water Conservancy District - Central 0 1 0 1 
Weber Basin Water Conservancy District - South 0 1 0 1 
Transient, Non-community Drinking Water Source Protection Zones 
Park City RV Park 0 1 0 1 
Source: UDDW 2023a 

The Zone 2 through Zone 4 drinking water source protection zones currently have existing transportation 
infrastructure inside their zone boundaries; for this reason, UDOT anticipates that no additional mitigation 
measures would be necessary beyond replacing the existing protection measures if necessary. The 
additional impervious area associated with Alternative A would not materially change the character of the 
existing transportation land uses. 

For the one Zone 1 drinking water source protection zone associated with Summit Water Distribution 
Company, additional investigation, coordination with the system owner, and the design of specific mitigation 
measures (additional stormwater BMPs, routing stormwater out of the zone, or relocating the groundwater 
well) might be necessary during the final design phase of the project. 
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3.8.4.3.4 Impacts to Water Rights with Alternative A 
Alternative A would impact 14 water right points of diversion. Of these 14 points of diversion, there are 
6 abandoned wells with approved status. The other 8 impacted points of diversion have underground 
sources; 6 of them have approved status, 1 has perfected status, and 1 has been terminated. These points 
of diversion could include points that are already impacted by existing roadway infrastructure. Figure 3.8-2, 
Water Resources Impacted by Alternative A, above shows the locations of the impacted water right points of 
diversion. Note that one point in the figure could represent a diversion for several individual water rights. 

3.8.4.3.5 Impacts to Stream Crossings with Alternative A 
With Alternative A, UDOT would inspect the existing condition of all stream crossings that would be affected 
and decide the proper course of action (replace, extend, or maintain the crossing) during the final design 
phase of the project. If UDOT determines that an action needs to be taken for a stream crossing, UDOT will 
follow the procedures and requirements in UDOT’s Drainage Manual of Instruction (UDOT 2024b). For more 
information, see Section 3.9, Ecosystem Resources, and Section 3.10, Floodplains. 

3.8.4.4 Alternative C 
This section describes the impacts to water quality and water resources from Alternative C. With 
Alternative C, UDOT would construct about 5.9 acres of additional impervious area, which would result in a 
net increase of impervious area that would contribute runoff to surface waters. Stormwater runoff would be 
managed through detention basins and other potential BMPs in accordance with UDOT’s Stormwater 
Quality Design Manual (UDOT 2021c). 

Figure 3.8-3 shows the project footprint for Alternative C in relation to the water quality monitoring point at 
which the surface water quality was modeled using SELDM and the water right points of diversion that would 
be impacted by Alternative C. The impacted water right points of diversion are discussed in 
Section 3.8.4.4.4, Impacts to Water Rights with Alternative C. 
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Figure 3.8-3. Water Resources Impacted by Alternative C 
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3.8.4.4.1 Impacts to Surface Waters and Beneficial-use Classifications with Alternative C 
UDOT analyzed the highway stormwater runoff and its impacts to surface waters; the results are provided in 
Section 2.3.2, Alternative C, of Appendix 3C, Water Quality Technical Report. The results of a modeling 
analysis of East Canyon Creek upstream of the East Canyon WWTP including comparisons between the 
No-Action Alternative and expected conditions with the project (represented by Alternative C). 

Table 3.8-11 summarizes the results of comparing the No-Action Alternative and Alternative C for the main 
contaminants of concern, which are contaminants with existing impairments or impacts that exceed the 
water quality standards for East Canyon Creek’s beneficial uses. 

Table 3.8-11. Impacts to East Canyon Creek with the No-Action Alternative and Alternative C and 
Numeric Water Quality Exceedances 

Pollutant 
Most Stringent Surface 
Water Quality Standard 

(Beneficial Use) 

% of Simulated Storms Equaling 
or Exceeding the Most Stringent 

Water Quality Standard 
Downstream of the Kimball 

Junction Project Area 

“Central Concentration Range” – 
Downstream Concentration Equaled or 
Exceeded during _____ of Simulated 

Storms 

No-Action 
Alternative Alternative C 

No-Action Alternative Alternative C 

80% 20% 80% 20% 

Total phosphorus 0.05 mg/L (1C, 3Aa,b) 11.88 13.70 0.0135 0.0382 0.0133 0.0421 
Definitions: mg/L = milligrams per liter 
Note: This table includes only the constituents for which a stream is impaired and/or where the modeled central range of expected 

concentrations (between 20% and 80% of storms) exceeds the water quality standard. For full model results, see Section 2.3.2, 
Alternative C, of Appendix 3C, Water Quality Technical Report. Water temperature and dissolved oxygen were not quantitatively 
analyzed using the water quality model. 

a The 1-hour criterion was chosen because impacts from stormwater runoff typically move downstream and dissipate quickly. 
b Pollution indicator. 

The modeling shows that the expected surface water concentration ranges for most of the pollutants 
analyzed in East Canyon Creek downstream of the project area would not materially change between the 
No-Action Alternative and Alternative C. Furthermore, the concentrations would not frequently exceed the 
surface water quality standards associated with East Canyon Creek (for beneficial uses 1C, 2B, 3A, and 4). 

East Canyon Creek is currently impaired for total phosphorus, water temperature, and dissolved oxygen. 
Water temperature and dissolved oxygen were not modeled by SELDM; therefore, no quantitative results 
are presented for changes in water temperature or dissolved oxygen. 

The model results for No-Action Alternative and Alternative C show that East Canyon Creek could exceed 
the total phosphorus concentration standard (pollution indicator) for beneficial uses 1C and 3A of 0.05 mg/L 
for 11.88% and 13.70% of storms, respectively (Table 3.8-11 above). This difference between the No-Action 
Alternative and Alternative C represents an increase of less than 2% of storms that are expected to exceed 
the water quality standard for Alternative C compared to the No-Action Alternative. For most storms, the total 
phosphorus concentration for both Alternative C and the No-Action Alternative is below the water quality 
standard for total phosphorus and shows minor changes in both ends of the range for Alternative C 
compared to the No-Action Alternative (Table 3.8-11 above). At the low end of the range, Alternative C 
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The Zone 2 through Zone 4 drinking water source protection zones currently have existing transportation 
infrastructure inside their zone boundaries; for this reason, UDOT anticipates that no additional mitigation 
measures would be necessary beyond replacing the existing protection measures if necessary. The 
additional impervious area associated with Alternative C would not materially change the character of the 
existing transportation land uses. 

3.8.4.4.4 Impacts to Water Rights with Alternative C 
Alternative C would impact seven underground water right points of diversion. Six of these points of 
diversion have an approved status and one has been terminated. These points of diversion could include 
points that are already impacted by existing roadway infrastructure. Figure 3.8-3, Water Resources 
Impacted by Alternative C, above shows the locations of the impacted water right points of diversion. Note 
that one point on the figure could represent a diversion for several individual water rights. 

3.8.4.4.5 Impacts to Stream Crossings with Alternative C 
The impacts to stream crossings would be the same for Alternative C as they would be for Alternative A. 

3.8.4.5 Mitigation Measures for Impacts to Water Quality and Water Resources 
UDOT proposes the following mitigation measures to help ensure that the water quality and water resources 
are maintained: 

• UDOT or its design consultants will follow all applicable requirements of UDOT’s Stormwater Quality 
Design Manual (UDOT 2021c) to design BMPs that meet MS4 permit and groundwater permit-by-
rule requirements. 

• UDOT or its design consultants will follow UDOT’s Drainage Manual of Instruction (UDOT 2024b) to 
design stream crossings and culverts. 

• UDOT will visually inspect and maintain stormwater quality BMPs to ensure that they are functioning 
properly. These BMPs would likely include detention basins; however, other BMPs from UDOT’s 
Stormwater Quality Design Manual might be chosen during the final design phase of the project. 

○ During construction, inspectors for the project will certify that the BMPs are installed according to 
contract documents and UDOT standards. 

○ After construction, UDOT will document and maintain records of inspections, any deficiencies 
identified during inspections, and the repairs performed on the BMPs. 

• UDOT will comply with the CWA Section 404 permit, including any required Section 401 Water 
Quality Certifications and applicable Stream Alteration Permits for activities that place fill into waters 
of the United States and alter natural stream beds and banks. 

• UDOT will maintain wetland hydrology and existing surface water conveyance patterns by installing 
culverts or other engineering alternatives through the roadway embankment. 
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• UDOT will collaborate with the public water system owners that have drinking water source 
protection zones in place that might be impacted by the project during final design and construction 
to mitigate any impacts to water distribution infrastructure. 

• UDOT will coordinate with the owners of any impacted water right points of diversion during final 
design and construction to protect or replace the impacted points of diversion as necessary. 

• UDOT will design and implement countermeasures to mitigate potential impacts to a stream’s 
natural flow pattern, velocity, profile, channel stability, aquatic habitats, streambank vegetation, and 
riparian habitats that could result from replacing, lining, extending, or repairing conveyance 
structures for the project. 

3.9 Ecosystem Resources 
3.9.1 Introduction 
This section describes the ecosystem resources, including the plant species, wildlife species, habitat types, 
and aquatic resources, in the ecosystem resources evaluation area and how these resources would be 
directly and indirectly affected by the project alternatives. 

Ecosystem Resources Evaluation Area. The ecosystem resources evaluation area is about 230 acres 
and is located along both sides of I-80 between MPs 142.2 and 145.6 and along both sides of SR-224 
between MPs 10.65 and 11.65 in Summit County, Utah. The evaluation area includes the EIS study area as 
identified in Section 1.1.1.1, Needs Assessment Evaluation Area. 

The evaluation area includes Rasmussen Road and Kilby Road, both of which run parallel to I-80 west of 
Kimball Junction, and Bitner Road and Highland Drive, both of which run parallel to I-80 east of Kimball 
Junction. The evaluation area also includes Landmark Drive, and the area between Landmark Drive to the 
west, Uinta Way to the east, Ute Boulevard to the north, and Olympic Parkway to the south. The width of the 
evaluation area varies to accommodate the proposed project elements. The evaluation area encompasses 
the right-of way-that would be needed for each of the action alternatives plus a buffer to allow design 
refinements to the alternatives (Figure 3.9-1). 
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Figure 3.9-2. Big-game Habitat in and near the Ecosystem Resources Evaluation Area 
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Table 3.9-3. Wildlife–vehicle Collisions in the Ecosystem Resources Evaluation Area 
between January 2018 and November 2024 

Common Name 
(Scientific Name) Year 

Road Segment in the Ecosystem Resources Evaluation Area 

I-80 East of Kimball 
Junction  

(MP 142.30–144.46) 

I-80 West of Kimball 
Junction  

(MP 144.46–145.50) 
SR-224  

(MP 10.65–11.65) 

Mule deer 
(Odocoileus hemionus) 

2018 8 7 2 
2019 7 5 2 
2020 5 2 0 
2021 4 3 2 
2022 2 4 0 
2023 0 1 0 
2024 1 3 0 

Elk 
(Cervus canadensis) 

2018 0 0 1 
2019 2 0 0 
2020 1 0 0 
2021 0 0 0 
2022 0 1 0 
2023 0 0 0 
2024 0 0 0 

Moose 
(Alces alces) 

2018 0 0 0 
2019 0 0 0 
2020 0 1 0 
2021 0 0 0 
2022 0 0 0 
2023 0 0 0 
2024 0 0 0 

Total Wildlife–vehicle 
Collisions by Year 

2018 8 7 3 
2019 9 5 2 
2020 6 3 0 
2021 4 3 2 
2022 2 5 0 
2023 0 1 0 
2024 1 3 0 

Definitions: MP = milepost 
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In 2022, UDOT reduced the speed limit on SR-224 from 55 mph to 45 mph. The data presented in 
Table 3.9-3 above show that there were seven wildlife–vehicle collisions between 2018 and 2021 and there 
were zero between 2022 and 2024; this difference indicates that lower speeds have likely contributed to 
reducing the number of wildlife–vehicle collisions on this segment of SR-224 compared to the years before 
2022. These are low numbers compared to both statewide data and data for the surrounding area. For this 
reason, this segment of SR-224 does not constitute a hot spot for wildlife–vehicle collisions. 

In addition, to reduce the number of wildlife–vehicle collisions, in 2023 UDOT installed wildlife exclusionary 
fencing on both the eastbound and westbound sides of I-80 from about MP 145.45 westward to the east side 
of Kimball Junction. In addition, wildlife fencing has been installed on both the eastbound and westbound 
sides of I-80 from just west of the Kimball Junction interchange to the wildlife bridge at MP 139.17. In 
anticipation of potential configuration changes associated with this EIS, the Kimball Junction interchange 
area has not yet been fenced. As shown in Table 3.9-3 above, wildlife–vehicle collisions on I-80 in the 
ecosystem resources evaluation area were generally lower in 2023 and 2024 than in previous years; this 
difference indicates that the fencing is likely successfully keeping wildlife from attempting to cross I-80 in the 
evaluation area. 

3.9.3.6 Migratory Birds 
The ecosystem resources evaluation area consists mainly of roads and road shoulders and urban land 
developed for residential and commercial uses. Upland grass communities are present adjacent to roads, 
some of which are connected to larger expanses of upland grass communities, located primarily in sections 
south of Kilby Road and west of SR-224. Other roadside upland grass communities along with some 
wetlands are connected to the Swaner Preserve and EcoCenter, located south of Highland Drive and east of 
SR-224. There are also some stands of upland trees in the open space south of Kilby Road. 

The upland grass communities, wetlands, and upland tree cover could provide suitable foraging and/or 
potential nesting habitat for migratory birds, especially those locations that are connected to larger, 
undisturbed spaces such as the Swaner Preserve and the upland grass communities west of SR-224. 
However, the habitat would be considered poor given its location adjacent to highly trafficked roads. 

3.9.3.7 Aquatic Resources 
A total of 1.08 acres of aquatic resources were delineated in the ecosystem resources evaluation area. 
These resources consist of 0.71 acre of palustrine emergent wetlands, 0.04 acre (199 linear feet) of 
perennial streams, 0.18 acre of open-water ponds, 0.01 acre of seeps, and 0.14 acre (1,842 linear feet) of 
ditches. Characteristics of delineated aquatic resources are summarized in the aquatic resources delineation 
report for the Kimball Junction EIS (UDOT 2024c). 

The jurisdictional status of delineated aquatic resources is subject to determination by USACE. Aquatic 
resources in the evaluation area do not have an identifiable connection to interstate or foreign commerce, 
and they do not include any interstate waters or a TNW. Relatively permanent waters in the evaluation area 
eventually drain into the Great Salt Lake, a TNW. 
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3.9.3.7.1 Wetlands 
Wetlands were delineated in the ecosystem resources evaluation area as 17 separate polygons totaling 
0.71 acre (UDOT 2024c). Wetlands in the evaluation area are hydrologically supported by perennial 
streams, stormwater runoff, and shallow groundwater. Based on the Classification of Wetlands and 
Deepwater Habitats of the United States (Cowardin and others 1979), all of these polygons were identified 
as palustrine emergent wetlands. 

Wetlands in the evaluation area perform physical, chemical, and biological functions. 

• Physical Functions. Most wetlands in the evaluation area store surface and subsurface water, and 
wetlands along surface waters also retain particulates and dissipate energy. 

• Chemical Functions. All wetlands in the evaluation area cycle nutrients and export organic carbon. 

• Biological Functions. All wetlands in the evaluation area support wetland vegetation communities 
and animal communities that use wetland environments to complete life cycle requirements. 

The extent to which each wetland provides these functions varies depending on characteristics such as 
condition, plant community composition, hydrogeomorphology, size, and land use. 

3.9.3.7.2 Perennial Streams 
A total of 0.04 acre (199 linear feet) of perennial stream channels were delineated in the ecosystem 
resources evaluation area. All stream channels in the evaluation area flow north and drain into either Kimball 
Creek or East Canyon Creek. Kimball Creek joins an unnamed creek from the north to eventually become 
East Canyon Creek north of I-80. East Canyon Creek flows west and north from this confluence and 
eventually flows into East Canyon Reservoir. Water released from East Canyon Reservoir is returned to 
East Canyon Creek, where it flows into the Weber River, eventually terminating into the Great Salt Lake. 

3.9.3.7.3 Open-water Ponds 
Four open-water ponds that total 0.18 acre were delineated in the ecosystem resources evaluation area, 
three of which are stormwater detention basins and one of which is an ornamental feature located on a 
residential property. 

3.9.3.7.4 Seeps 
One seep that totals 0.01 acre was delineated in the ecosystem resources evaluation area. This seep 
appeared to be hydrologically supported by an ornamental water feature. 

3.9.3.7.5 Ditches 
Eleven ditch segments totaling 0.14 acre (1,842 linear feet) were delineated in the ecosystem resources 
evaluation area. All of the ditches in the evaluation area appear to be entirely human-made to provide 
drainage. 
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Figure 3.9-4. Aquatic Resource Impacts Associated with Alternative C 
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3.9.4.5 Mitigation Measures for Ecosystem Impacts 
UDOT’s best practices for project development will include the following mitigation measures for impacts to 
ecosystem resources. 

3.9.4.5.1 Mitigation Measures for Vegetation Impacts 
All of the action alternatives would remove vegetation and could introduce noxious species into the 
surrounding areas. To prevent further, permanent effects, UDOT will mitigate temporary impacts to 
vegetation once construction is complete and no further disturbance is anticipated. Mitigation will include the 
following measures: 

• All fill materials brought onto the construction site will be required to be clean of any chemical 
contamination per UDOT’s Standard Specifications, Section 02056, Embankment, Borrow, and 
Backfill. Topsoil for landscaping must also be free of weed seeds per UDOT’s Standard 
Specifications, Section 02912, Topsoil. 

• Compacted soils will be ripped, stabilized, and reseeded. 

• The contractor will be required to follow noxious weed mitigation and control measures identified in 
the most recent version of UDOT’s Standard Specifications Section 02924, Noxious Weed Control. 

• Disturbed areas will be reseeded. 

3.9.4.5.2 Mitigation Measures for Terrestrial and Aquatic Wildlife Impacts 
UDOT will implement the following mitigation measures to conserve and minimize impacts to migratory birds 
and in furtherance of Executive Order 13186, Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds: 

• Trees and shrubs will be removed during the non-nesting season (July 16 to March 31). If removing 
trees and shrubs during this time is not possible, UDOT or its contractor will arrange for 
preconstruction nesting surveys of the area that would be disturbed. The preconstruction surveys will 
be conducted by a qualified wildlife biologist no more than 14 days before ground-disturbing 
activities. The surveys will determine whether active bird nests are present. If active nests are found, 
the construction contractor will coordinate with the UDOT Natural Resources Manager to minimize or 
avoid impacts to migratory birds. 

3.9.4.5.3 Mitigation Measures for Aquatic Resources Impacts 
To fill jurisdictional wetlands and other jurisdictional aquatic resources, the Kimball Junction Project must be 
authorized by USACE as part of a CWA Section 404 permit before construction. Nationwide permits are a 
type of CWA Section 404 permit that authorize impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resources that are 
considered no more than minimal. Both of the action alternatives would qualify for authorization under a 
nationwide permit because permanent impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resources would be less than the 
nationwide permit threshold of 0.50 acre. This permit authorization would not likely require compensatory 
mitigation because permanent wetland impacts would be less than 1/10th of an acre and no streams would 
be impacted. 
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Potential temporary construction impacts to aquatic resources would be minimized through considering 
construction methods and using BMPs such as silt fences and other erosion-control features in areas 
adjacent to wetlands and streams. Any necessary temporary construction impacts to aquatic resources that 
are authorized by a CWA Section 404 permit will be restored through regrading to natural contours and 
through revegetation measures. 

Because more than 1 acre of ground would be disturbed, a UPDES General Storm Water Discharge Permit 
and an SWPPP, consistent with UDOT’s Standard Specifications, Section 01355, will be required. The 
SWPPP will identify measures to reduce impacts to receiving waters from construction activities including 
site grading, materials handling and storage, fueling, and equipment maintenance. Restoration efforts will 
also be monitored to ensure successful revegetation as typically required by an SWPPP. 

3.9.4.5.4 Mitigation Measures for Threatened and Endangered Species 
UDOT will conduct two more years of clearance surveys for Ute ladies’-tresses (one more year of surveys 
will be conducted in 2025 in the potentially suitable habitat identified in the ecosystem resources evaluation 
area and two more years of surveys will be conducted in 2025 and 2026 in the potentially suitable habitat 
identified in the action areas). All surveys will be conducted according to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) Utah Field Office Guidelines for Conducting and Reporting Botanical Inventories and Monitoring of 
Federally Listed, Proposed and Candidate Plants and the revised version of the 1992 Interim Survey 
Requirements for Ute Ladies’-tresses Orchid (Spiranthes diluvialis). 

Potentially suitable Ute ladies’-tresses habitat identified adjacent to the roadway and project footprint will be 
flagged and protected. Construction crews will be provided information about the importance of containing 
all work activities to the project footprint and existing roadway and instructed that no disturbance can occur 
outside of that when adjacent to potentially suitable Ute ladies’-tresses habitat, nor in areas flagged for 
protection. 

On January 7, 2025, USFWS issued a proposed rule (90 Federal Register 1054) to remove Ute ladies’-
tresses from the Federal List of Endangered and Threatened Plants. If the species is delisted, the future 
planned surveys will not be required nor conducted, and the mitigation measures would not apply. 
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3.10 Floodplains 
3.10.1 Introduction 
This section discusses the floodplains in the floodplains evaluation area and the effects of the project 
alternatives on these floodplains. For a discussion of aquatic resources associated with floodplains, see 
Section 3.9, Ecosystem Resources. 

Floodplains Evaluation Area. The floodplains evaluation area is the combined project right-of-way or 
footprint for both action alternatives. This area is located completely inside the Kimball Junction EIS study 
area as identified in Section 1.1.1.1, Needs Assessment Evaluation Area. 

3.10.2 Regulatory Setting 
The terms 100-year floodplain and 100-year flood are key regulatory concepts in federal guidance, which is 
summarized in Section 3.10.2.1, Federal Emergency Management, and Section 3.10.2.2, Executive Order 
11988, Floodplain Management. 

Floods are usually described in terms of their statistical frequency. A 100-year floodplain is the area that 
would be flooded by a body of water during a 100-year flood. A 100-year flood (also referred to as a base 
flood) is a level of flood water that has a 1% chance of occurring in a given location in any given year. 

This concept does not mean that such a flood will occur only once in 100 years. If a 100-year flood occurs 
during a given year, there would still be a 1% chance of a similar flood occurring in the same location the 
following year. 

3.10.2.1 Federal Emergency Management 
The National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) is administered by the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA). Through the NFIP, the federal government makes flood insurance available in communities 
that practice sound floodplain management. To participate, state and local governments are required to 
develop and implement floodplain-management programs. FEMA requirements for land management and 
use, and for identifying and mapping special flood hazard areas, are described in 44 CFR Parts 60 and 65, 
respectively. 

A special flood hazard area (SFHA) is the area in and around a surface water resource, such as a river or 
lake, that would be inundated by a 100-year flood. These areas are established by FEMA, and NFIP 
regulations are based on these SFHAs. SFHAs are given a zone designation based on the level of detail of 
the FEMA study and the anticipated type of flooding. 

FEMA publishes flood insurance rate maps (FIRMs) for many communities that contain SFHAs. The FIRMs 
might also show other zones that represent greater or lesser flood risk if these zones are defined. 
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The following SFHA zones are located in the floodplains evaluation area (FEMA 2023a): 

• Zone A is an area that would be flooded by a 100-year flood. Detailed analyses have not been 
performed for these areas. For this reason, no depths or base flood elevations have been 
established. 

• Zone X is an area of minimal or moderate flood hazard. Areas of minimal flood hazard are not 
shaded on FIRMs, which indicates that the area is outside the risk area for flooding during a 
500-year flood. Areas of moderate flood hazard are shaded, which indicates that the area is at risk 
for flooding between a 100-year and 500-year flood. Zone X areas are present in the evaluation 
area, but the areas are not pertinent to the impact analysis; for this reason, impacts have not been 
quantified. 

Other SFHA zones are located near the floodplains evaluation area, but these areas are not discussed 
further in Section 3.10 because they would not be impacted by either action alternative. 

3.10.2.2 Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management 
Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management (May 24, 1977), established federal policy “to avoid to the 
extent possible the long- and short-term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of 
floodplains and to avoid direct or indirect support of floodplain development wherever there is a practicable 
alternative.” This floodplain evaluation relies on the regulations that FHWA adopted based on Executive 
Order 11988, which govern the development of projects that could affect floodplains (23 CFR Part 650, 
Subpart A). 

These regulations clearly state that a project must conform to 44 CFR Parts 60 and 65 as well as the 
floodplain management ordinance of the affected community and require the project proponent (in this case, 
UDOT) to not approve a project that involves a “significant encroachment” on a floodplain unless the 
significant encroachment is the “only practicable alternative” (23 CFR Section 650.113). 

What constitutes a “significant encroachment” is determined on a case-by-case basis by considering 
adjacent development. FEMA has set a 1-foot increase in the 100-year flood elevation as the upper limit of 
the allowable encroachment caused by the cumulative (past and future) encroachments from development. 
If the project impacts exceed the standards defined in the regulations, the project could be subject to 
conditional approval from FEMA in accordance with 44 CFR Section 65.12. 

Under FHWA’s regulations, a significant encroachment can arise from any of the following situations: 

• A significant potential for interfering with a transportation facility that is needed for emergency 
vehicles or provides a community’s only evacuation route 

• A significant risk of upstream flooding 

• A significant adverse impact to natural and beneficial floodplain values including flood conveyance, 
storage, and control; groundwater recharge; water quality function; and wildlife habitat and diversity 

In addition, FHWA’s regulations require that a hydraulic report be prepared during final design of the 
selected alternative to demonstrate that the requirements of 44 CFR Parts 60 and 65 have been met by a 
project. This hydraulic report should include the results of a detailed hydraulic analysis for each impacted 
drainage facility to confirm that the proposed bridges and culverts, with the roadway embankments and 
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Compared to the No-Action Alternative, the action alternatives would increase VMT and the associated fuel 
consumption by 0.9% with Alternative A and by 0.8% with Alternative C. These increases in VMT and fuel 
consumption would occur because the action alternatives would involve constructing new roadway 
segments (Alternative A) and/or additional lanes (both Alternatives A and C) that would increase the 
capacity of the Kimball Junction transportation system. With either action alternative, congestion would be 
reduced on SR-224, which would increase average vehicle speeds and fuel efficiency. 

3.14.4.3 Mitigation Measures for Energy Impacts 
No mitigation measures for energy impacts are proposed. 

3.15 Construction Impacts 
3.15.1 Introduction 
Constructing either action alternative would cause a number of temporary construction-related impacts from 
disturbing the ground and operating construction equipment. Construction activities can cause temporary 
impacts to adjacent areas and environmental resources. The nature and timing of these impacts would be 
related to the project’s construction methods. Most construction-related impacts to the public would be 
associated with travel delays during construction. 

3.15.1.1 Regulatory Setting 
Applicable laws, guidance, and permits for specific resources are discussed in the individual resource 
sections of this Final EIS. 

3.15.2 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 
3.15.2.1 Methodology 
UDOT considered the following expected construction-related impacts, among others, and possible 
mitigation measures to minimize impacts: 

• Construction phasing 
• Community impacts including access to businesses, residences, and other properties 
• Temporary impacts to pedestrian and bicycle facilities 
• Utility relocation and service disruption 
• Air quality 
• Noise and vibration 
• Erosion control, sediment control, and water quality 
• Temporary wetland and wildlife impacts 
• Discovery of unknown archaeological sites 
• Invasive weed species 
• Discovery of unknown hazardous materials and waste disposal 
• Visual and light construction impacts 
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3.15.2.3.2 Impacts to Community and Property from Construction 

Impacts to Public Safety and Security from Construction 
Area residents and commuters could experience temporary impacts with either action alternative, 
particularly at the I-80 and SR-224 interchange, along SR-224 between Ute Boulevard and Olympic 
Parkway, and on other roads in the Kimball Junction area. Traffic impacts would likely include temporary 
changes or detours to business and residential access, traffic delays, rerouting, and temporary lane 
closures. Although all access on affected travel routes would likely be maintained during construction, some 
accesses to businesses and residences could be altered during construction. For example, access to a 
business could be rerouted to another side of a parking lot or a business could be accessed through a side 
street. Lane closures, detours, increased congestion, and reduced travel speeds in construction zones could 
increase emergency response times. 

Impacts to Utilities from Construction 
During construction, residents and businesses could experience temporary disruption in utility services. 

Impacts to Property and Right-of-way from Construction 
Some properties outside the right-of-way might be affected by cuts or fills required during roadway 
construction, would be used by equipment during construction, would be necessary for utility relocations, or 
would be used for temporary access to properties. UDOT would temporarily acquire these properties with 
construction easements. These properties might be affected, but they would not be considered relocations 
or strip takes because the property would not be permanently used. These properties are not included in this 
analysis or discussed in Section 3.2, Community and Property Impacts. 

3.15.2.3.3 Impacts to Economic Conditions from Construction 
The congestion associated with construction could cause increased travel delays and lost worker 
productivity where the construction would affect existing roads. The areas of potential construction delay or 
congestion impacts are I-80, SR-224, Ute Boulevard, Olympic Parkway, Newpark Boulevard, and Landmark 
Drive. These construction impacts would affect both commuters and businesses that rely on these roads. 

Temporary adverse impacts could also occur if business accessibility is reduced during construction. The 
businesses most likely to be affected are convenience businesses (those that cater to impulse shopping or 
“in-route” shopping), such as gas stations and convenience stores. Construction impacts would be 
temporary but could substantially affect individual businesses, depending on the length of construction. For 
example, travelers might decide to bypass the businesses in favor of businesses in less-congested areas 
not affected by construction. Destination businesses (those that customers plan to visit before their trip), 
such as grocery stores and sit-down restaurants, could experience moderate impacts. 
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3.19.4 Local Permits and Clearances 
3.19.4.1 Floodplain Development Permits (Local Jurisdictions) 
UDOT would need to obtain floodplain development permits from local jurisdictions if construction activities 
such as placing highway fill and drainage structures at stream crossings are required in the FEMA 100-year 
floodplain boundary. 

Summit County has adopted FEMA’s National Flood Insurance Program. This program includes flood 
insurance rate maps that show the 100-year floodplain boundaries in a community. 

Alternative A would encroach on the 100-year floodplain associated with one creek (Threemile Canyon 
Creek), as described in Section 3.10, Floodplains. In accordance with Executive Order 11988, Floodplain 
Management, coordination with FEMA would be required during construction to ensure that local 
jurisdictions’ flood design standards are met and to obtain floodplain development permits from the local 
jurisdictions. 

3.19.4.2 Construction-related Permits and Clearances (Various Agencies) 
The construction contractor would be responsible for obtaining all construction-related permits and other 
environmental clearances for activities occurring outside the right-of-way, such as activities in construction 
staging areas and batch plant sites. 

3.19.5 Summary of Permits, Reviews, Clearances, and Approvals 
Table 3.19-1 lists the permits and clearances that would be required for construction. These permits and 
clearances would apply to both action alternatives. To ensure that the contractor follows environmental 
commitments, UDOT will include commitments in the contract documents. 
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Table 3.19-1. Permits, Reviews, Clearances, and Approvals Likely To Be Required for the Kimball Junction Project 
Permit Granting Agency(ies) Applicant Application Time Granting Time Applicable Portion of Project 
Federal Permits, Reviews, and Approvals 
Nationwide Permit under 
Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act 

USACE UDOT After the Final EIS Before construction Required if the selected alternative would impact aquatic 
resources, such as wetlands and streams.  

Endangered Species Act 
compliance 

USFWS  UDOT  During the EIS Prior to the ROD  Required because UDOT has determined that Alternative C, the 
selected alternative, “may affect, but is not likely to adversely 
affect” Ute ladies’-tresses. UDOT requested USFWS 
concurrence with this determination in a letter sent on 
March 11, 2025. USFWS concurred with this determination on 
March 27, 2025, via a time/date stamp. The USFWS 
concurrence letter is provided with the biological assessment in 
Appendix 3F, Biological Assessment and USFWS Concurrence.  

Compliance with Section 106 
of the National Historic 
Preservation Act 

Utah SHPO and ACHP UDOT Complete Complete UDOT is required to consider the impacts from the project to 
historic properties; this consideration includes consultation 
among agencies and interested parties. 

Approval of Modification of 
Access Points or Operations 
and Safety Assessment 

FHWA UDOT During the EIS After the ROD Required if the selected alternative would change access points 
to the interstate highway system or would add on- and off-ramp 
lanes. 

State Permits, Reviews, and Clearances 
Water Quality Certification 
under Section 401 of the 
Clean Water Act 

Utah Division of Water 
Quality 

UDOT Concurrent with 
Section 404 
Nationwide Permit 

Concurrent with 
Section 404 
Nationwide Permit 

Required if the selected alternative could discharge fill into 
waters of the United States. 

UPDES permit under 
Section 402 of the Clean 
Water Act 

Utah Division of Water 
Quality 

Contractor Construction phase Before construction Required if the selected alternative would disturb 1 or more 
acres of land. An SWPPP that identifies BMPs for maintaining 
stormwater quality during construction would also be 
developed. 

Stream alteration permit Utah Division of Water 
Rights 

UDOT Final design phase Before construction Required if the selected alternative would alter the bed or banks 
of a natural stream. 

Air quality approval order  Utah Division of Air 
Quality  

Contractor  Construction phase  Before construction  Required to build, own, or operate a facility that pollutes the air. 
Constructing either of the action alternatives would cause air 
pollutant emissions from construction equipment.  

(Continued on next page) 



 

August 2025 
Utah Department of Transportation  3-241 

Table 3.19-1. Permits, Reviews, Clearances, and Approvals Likely To Be Required for the Kimball Junction Project 
Permit Granting Agency(ies) Applicant Application Time Granting Time Applicable Portion of Project 
Certificate of registration Utah Division of Wildlife 

Resources 
Contractor Construction phase Before construction Required if constructing the selected alternative could impact 

raptor or other migratory bird nests. 
Local Permits and Clearances 
Floodplain development 
permits 

Local jurisdictions UDOT Final design phase Final design phase Required if portions of roadway or structures would be in a 
FEMA floodplain. 

Construction-related permits 
and clearances 

Various agencies Contractor Construction phase Before construction Required for impacts associated with off-site activities, such as 
activities in construction staging areas, borrow areas, batch 
plant sites, and so on. 

Definitions: ACHP = Advisory Council on Historic Preservation; BMP = best management practice; EIS = Environmental Impact Statement; FEMA = Federal Emergency Management 
Agency; FHWA = Federal Highway Administration; ROD = Record of Decision; SHPO = State Historic Preservation Officer; SWPPP = stormwater pollution prevention plan; UDOT = 
Utah Department of Transportation; USACE = U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; USFWS = U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
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