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Summary 
Project: Heber Valley Corridor EIS 

Subject: Agency Alternative Screening Meeting  

Date: Monday, June 06, 2022 

Time: 10:00-11:00 am 

Location: Google Meet 

Attendees 

 Name Representing Project Role Email 
 Craig Hancock UDOT Project Manager chancock@utah.gov 
 Naomi Kisen UDOT Environmental Manager nkisen@utah.gov 
 Geoff Dupaix UDOT Communications Manager gdupaix@utah.gov 
 Andrea Clayton HVC Team Environmental Lead Andrea.clayton@hdrinc.com 
 Bri Binnebose HVC Team Public Involvement bbinnebose@pennapowers.com 
 Charles Allen HVC Team Traffic Lead callen@parametrix.com 
 Hollis Jencks USACE Project Manager hollis.g.jencks@usace.army.mil 
 Sam Bohannon USACE Project Manager Samuel.T.Bohannon@usace.army.mil 
 Matt Hubner EPA Region 8 NEPA Coordinator hubner.matt@epa.gov 
 Nolan Hahn EPA 404 Program Hahn.nolan@epa.gov 
 Greg Lohrke  EPA Air Quality Program Lohrke.Gregory@epa.gov 
 Christopher Razzazian EPA Air Quality Program razzazian.christopher@epa.gov  
 Rita Risor USFWS Botanist Rita_Risor@fws.gov 
 Peter Crookston USBOR Environmental Group Chief PCrookston@usbr.gov 
 Zach Nelson USBOR Archaeologist znelson@usbr.gov 
 Brittany White USBOR Fish & Wildlife Biologist blwhite@usbr.gov 
 Tim McCain USBOR Reality Specialist tmccain@usbr.gov 
 Michael Mills  URMCC Executive Director mmills@usbr.gov 
 Richard Mingo URMCC Planning Coordinator rmingo@usbr.gov 
 Paula Trater URMCC Biological Technician ptrater@usbr.gov 
 Sindy Smith RDCC RDCC Coordinator sindysmith@utah.gov  
 Shane Hill UDWR Project Manager sahill@utah.gov 

Meeting Summary 

The objective of this meeting was to provide an update to cooperating and participating 
resource agencies on the alternative screening process. 

1. Reminder of purpose and need statement, which sets the foundation for alternative 
development and screening: 

The purpose of the Heber Valley Corridor EIS is to improve regional and local mobility on 
US-40 from SR-32 to US-189 and provide opportunities for non-motorized transportation 
while allowing Heber City to meet their vision for the historic town center. 
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2. Alternative development and screening overview: 

a. UDOT has received multiple comments regarding growth in northeast Heber City. 
Commenters wanted to make sure this growth is taken into consideration. Some 
suggested bypass alternatives should tie into US-40 at SR-32 to provide for this growth. 
UDOT met with Heber City, Wasatch County, and Mountain Land Association of 
Governments to compare planned development with the approved travel demand model. 
There are more households planned in the area north of downtown Heber City and east 
of US-40 than are included in the travel demand model. However, the local government 
organizations felt this development may not occur until after 2050, which is the planning 
horizon for this project. After careful consideration, UDOT determined the travel demand 
model uses the best information available and did not make any changes to the number 
of households included in the model.  

b. UDOT presented 17 alternatives to the public in fall 2021 and developed 6 new 
alternatives based on comments received during the alternative comment period. 
Bypass alternatives that tie into US-40 at 800 North were modified to include 
improvements to the existing US-40 corridor between SR-32 and 800 North. New 
bypass alternatives that extend all the way to SR-32 on a new alignment were 
developed. A new one-way-couplet was developed as well. A total of 23 alternatives 
were evaluated in the screening process. 

c. There are three steps where alternatives were eliminated in the screening process: 

i. Preliminary evaluation – eliminate alternatives that have fatal flaws (not technical or 
economically feasible or practical) which are not reflected in Level 1 or Level 2. Two 
alternatives were eliminated at this step.   

ii. Level 1 – eliminate alternatives that do not meet the project purpose: improve local 
mobility, allow Heber City to meet their vision for a historic town center, improve 
regional mobility. Fifteen alternatives—including all east bypass alternatives and all 
Main Street alternatives—were eliminated at this step. 

iii. Level 2 – eliminate alternatives that would perform similarly with respect to the 
purpose but would result in additional impacts to key resources. One alternative 
(WA1) was eliminated at this step due to extensive wetland impacts. Note the 
aquatic resource data in the north fields is preliminary; these will be delineated 
according to USACE protocols in 2022 for analysis in the DEIS. 

d. Five alternatives passed through screening and will be evaluated in detail in the DEIS. 
All are west bypass alternatives. Note that three signals are planned on north US-40 as 
well as a future interchange at US-40 and SR-32. These are planned as separate 
projects and will be constructed regardless of the outcome of this project.  

i. WA1: Freeway with North US-40. Bypass is a freeway facility at 65 mph with grade 
separated interchanges connecting to US-40 at 800 North. A continuous frontage 



PIN 17523 
S-R399(310) 

 3 

road system would be added to the existing US-40 corridor on both sides between 
SR-32 and 800 North.  

With WA1, all signals would operate at an acceptable LOS, one segment would 
operate at LOS F (improvement from existing conditions). Travel time on Main Street 
would be longer than existing, but shorter than with no-action. Regional travel time 
would be improved. There would be about 8.8 acres of Waters of the U.S. (WOUS) 
and 8 historic buildings impacted. About 18 relocations would be necessary. 

ii. WB1: Highway with North US-40. Bypass is a highway facility at 55 mph with at 
grade signalized intersections connecting to US-40 at 800 North. A discontinuous 
frontage road system would be added to select sections of the existing US-40 
corridor to consolidate existing accesses between SR-32 and 800 North. 

With WB1, all signals would operate at an acceptable LOS, one segment would 
operate at LOS F (improvement from existing conditions). Travel time on Main Street 
would be longer than existing, but shorter than with no-action. There would be about 
6.6 acres of WOUS and 8 historic buildings impacted. About 17 relocations would be 
necessary. 

iii. WB2: Highway with North US-40 and Realigned US-189. This alternative is the same 
as WB1 except US-189 would be realigned on the south end (from about Edwards 
Lane to 1300 South). Travel times would be shorter than for WB2. 

Impacts with WB2 would be similar to WB1, with one more relocation. 

iv. WB3: Highway to SR-32. Bypass is a highway facility at 55 mph with at grade 
signalized intersections connecting to US-40 at SR-32. No improvements would be 
made to the existing US-40 corridor.  

With WB3, travel time would be faster than previously discussed alternatives. WOUS 
impacts would be greater than WA1, WB1 and WB2 (about 12.4 acres of WOUS). 
Historic buildings and property impacts would be reduced (1 historic building and 8 
relocations).  

i. WB4: Highway to SR-32 and Realigned US-189. This alternative is the same as 
WB3 except US-189 would be realigned on the south end (from about Edwards Lane 
to 1300 South). With WB4, regional travel times would be shorter than with WB3. 

Impacts with WB4 would be similar to WB3 (12.5 acres of WOUS and 1 historic 
building), with one more relocation. 

3. Public / agency comment period 

a. UDOT will publish a draft screening report on the project website on June 7.  

b. A 45-day comment period will run from June 7 through July 22. 
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Summary 
Project: Heber Valley Corridor EIS 

Subject: Local Government Participating Agency Screening Meeting  

Date: Monday, June 06, 2022 

Time: 1:00-2:00 pm 

Location: Heber City Police Department and Zoom 

Attendees 
 Name Representing Role Email 
 Craig Hancock UDOT Project Manager chancock@utah.gov 
 Naomi Kisen UDOT Environmental Manager nkisen@utah.gov 
 Andrea Clayton HVC Team Environmental Lead Andrea.clayton@hdrinc.com 
 Bri Binnebose HVC Team Public Involvement bbinnebose@pennapowers.com 
 Charles Allen HVC Team Traffic Lead callen@parametrix.com 
 Devin McKrola CUWCD Project Manager  devin@cuwcd.com 
 Mike Rau CUWCD Water Quality Manager miker@cuwcd.com 
 Heidi Franco Heber City Mayor hfranco@heberut.gov 
 Rachel Kahler Heber City  Council Member rkahler@heberut.gov  
 Mike Johnston Heber City  Council Member mjohnston@heberut.gov 
 Matt Kennard Heber City Public Works mkennard@heberut.gov 
 Tony Kohler Heber City Planning Director tkohler@heberut.gov 
 Russ Funk Heber City  Engineer rfunk@heberut.gov 
 Bob Allen  MAG Rural Planning Director rallen@mountainland.org 
 Tim Hereth MAG Traffic/Land Use Modeling thereth@mountainland.org 
 Celeste Johnson Midway City  Mayor cjohnson@midwaycityut.org 
 Michael Henke Midway City City Planner mhenke@midwaycityut.org 
 Steve Dougherty Midway City City Council sdougherty@midwaycityut.org 
 Mike Kohler  UT Representative District 54 (Wasatch County) mkohler@le.utah.gov 
 Dustin Grabau Wasatch County Assistant County Manager dgrabau@wasatch.utah.gov 
 Kendall Crittenden Wasatch County Council Member kcrittenden@wasatch.utah.gov 
 Marilyn Crittenden Wasatch County Council Member mcrittenden@wasatch.utah.gov. 
 Steve Farrell Wasatch County  Council Member  sfarrell@wasatch.utah.gov 

Meeting Summary 
1. The objective of this meeting was to provide an update to local government participating 

agencies on the results of the screening process, listen to comments, and answer 
questions.  

2. Purpose and Need: 

mailto:chancock@utah.gov
mailto:nkisen@utah.gov
mailto:Andrea.clayton@hdrinc.com
mailto:bbinnebose@pennapowers.com
mailto:callen@parametrix.com
mailto:rkahler@heberut.gov
mailto:thereth@mountainland.org
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a) The purpose of the Heber Valley Corridor EIS is to improve regional and local mobility 
on US-40 from SR-32 to US-189 and provide opportunities for non-motorized 
transportation while allowing Heber City to meet their vision for the historic town center. 

b) Question: how did non-motorized transportation get added to the purpose and need?  

UDOT received numerous comments during the scoping phase and decided to elevate 
non-motorized transportation from a secondary objective to part of the primary purpose. 

c) Question: can we add something about the Wasatch County open space bond to the 
purpose now?  

UDOT spent a substantial amount of time and effort developing the purpose and need. 
This effort included gathering input from the public during early scoping and scoping, 
which was used to help shape the purpose and need. The purpose sets the foundation 
for alternative development and screening. Changing the purpose at this point would 
require a big step back, essentially restarting the alternatives development and 
screening process.   

UDOT understands open space is a concern for the community. Impacts to open space 
will be evaluated in the next step (Draft EIS).   

3. Alternative development overview: 

a) UDOT presented 17 alternatives to the public in fall 2021 along with the No-action 
Alternative. The No-action alternative is required as a baseline for comparison. It 
describes the conditions in 2050 if all projects on the Long Range Plan except this 
project are implemented. The No-action Alternative is always on the table. 

b) Question: How do you count 7 west bypass alternatives presented last fall?  

UDOT presented 4 west bypass alternatives (WA, WB, WC, and WD). Three of them 
had an option to realign US-189; considering the option to realign US-189 as a separate 
alternative results in a total of 7.  

c) Question: Is UDOT helping with transit?  

UDOT based the transit alternative on the Wasatch County Transit Study.   

d) UDOT received about 670 comments during the alternatives comment period. A list of 
common themes was presented including concerns about an east bypass, differing 
opinions about congestion on Main Street, desire to protect the north fields, concern for 
impacts to natural resources, and suggestion that bypass alternatives should tie into US-
40 at SR-32. 

i. Question: How did you determine common themes? There were not as many 
comments about extending the bypass to SR-32 as there were about the other 
common themes. Did you use certain number of comments as a threshold?  



PIN 17523 
S-R399(310) 

 3 

UDOT did not use a numeric threshold in creating the list of common themes. If a 
comment was received numerous times, it was considered a common theme. All 
comments that provide relevant and useful information receive similar weight and 
consideration, regardless of the number of times that comment is submitted. UDOT 
does not count comments and weigh them according to the number received.  

e) UDOT received multiple comments regarding growth in northeast Heber City. 
Commenters wanted to make sure this growth was taken into consideration. Some 
suggested bypass alternatives should tie into US-40 at SR-32 to bypass this growth. 
UDOT met with Heber City, Wasatch County, and MAG to compare planned 
development with the approved travel demand model. There are more households 
planned in the area north of downtown Heber City and east of US-40 than are included 
in the travel demand model. However, this development could occur after 2050. After 
careful consideration, UDOT determined the travel demand model uses the best 
information available and did not make any changes (did not add additional households 
in this area).  

i. Question: Did you take into account the difference between Equivalent Residential 
Units (ERUs) and households?  

Yes, UDOT converted ERUs to households.  

ii. Question: Why are you looking at 2050? Doesn’t Main Street fail sooner? 

UDOT is using 2050 as the design horizon for the EIS. It is typical to use a design 
horizon that is 20-30 years out because transportation projects can take a long time 
to plan, design, and construct. UDOT also wants transportation investments to 
support future mobility. A 2050 design horizon is consistent with the Long Range 
Plan.  

f) UDOT developed 6 new alternatives based on comments received during the alternative 
comment period. Bypass alternatives that tie into US-40 at 800 North were modified to 
include improvements to the existing US-40 corridor between SR-32 and 800 North. 
New bypass alternatives that extend all the way to SR-32 on a new alignment were 
developed. A new one-way-couplet was developed as well. A total of 23 alternatives 
were evaluated in the screening process. 

4. Alternative screening overview: 

a) There are three steps where alternatives were eliminated in the screening process: 

i. Preliminary evaluation – eliminate alternatives that are not reasonable or have fatal 
flaws (not technically or economically feasible) which are not reflected in Level 1 or 
Level 2. Two alternatives were eliminated at this step (transit and bridge/tunnel).   

ii. Level 1 – eliminate alternatives that do not meet the project purpose: improve local 
mobility, allow Heber City to meet their vision for a historic town center, improve 
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regional mobility. Fifteen alternatives—including all east bypass alternatives and all 
Main Street alternatives—were eliminated at this step. 

(1) Question: why did the one-way-couplets fail Level 1 screening if they meet local 
mobility criteria?  

The one-way-couplets were eliminated because they did not meet criteria for 
Heber City’s vision for a historic town center. Alternative 40F (Main Street and 
100 West) would result in impacts to 15 historic buildings and Alternative 40G 
(100 West and 100 East) would result in 36 impacts to historic buildings. 

(2) Question: how would the couplet alternatives impact historic buildings if Main 
Steet would not need to be widened?  

The couplets would impact historic buildings on 100 West and 100 East.  

(3) Question: how would historic buildings on parallel roads be impacted when the 
right of way is so wide?  

UDOT would need to widen 100 West and/or 100 East to include three 12-foot 
travel lanes and 12-foot-wide shoulders, which would require additional right of 
way and would impact buildings.  

iii. Level 2 – eliminate alternatives that would perform similarly with respect to the 
purpose but would result in additional impacts to key resources. One alternative 
(WA3) was eliminated at this step due to extensive wetland impacts.  

b) Five alternatives passed through screening and will be evaluated in detail in the DEIS. 
All are west bypass alternatives. They have been renamed for brevity and to make the 
names more descriptive. 

i. WA1: Freeway with North US-40. Bypass is a freeway facility at 65 mph with grade 
separated interchanges connecting to US-40 at 800 North. A continuous frontage 
road system would be added to the existing US-40 corridor on both sides between 
SR-32 and 800 North.  

ii. WB1: Highway with North US-40. Bypass is a highway facility at 55 mph with at-
grade signalized intersections connecting to US-40 at 800 North. A discontinuous 
frontage road system would be added to select sections of the existing US-40 
corridor to consolidate existing accesses between SR-32 and 800 North. 

iii. WB2: Highway with North US-40 and Realigned US-189. Same as WB1 except US-
189 would be realigned on the south end (from about Edwards Lane to 1300 South). 

(1) Comment: US-189 would be realigned onto 1300 South. However, Heber City or 
Wasatch County could still use the old US-189 alignment if desired.  

iv. WB3: Highway to SR-32. Bypass is a highway facility at 55 mph with at-grade 
signalized intersections connecting to US-40 at SR-32. No improvements would be 
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made to the existing US-40 corridor. Note there are three planned signals on north 
US-40 and a future interchange at US-40 and SR-32 that are already planned as 
separate projects and will be constructed regardless of the outcome of this project. 
The alignment through the north fields was based on an effort to minimize impacts to 
wetlands.  

v. WB4: Highway to SR-32 and Realigned US-189. Same as WB3 except US-189 
would be realigned on the south end (from about Edwards Lane to 1300 South). 

5. Questions and discussion: 

a) Question: Can the speed limit for the alternatives be changed later?  

UDOT designs alternatives to meet a certain design speed. It is possible to reduce the 
speed limit, but it may not be possible to increase the speed limit.  

b) Question: Would Heber City get control of Main Street?  

That depends on whether the bypass becomes US-40 and if there is a jurisdictional 
transfer.  

c) Question: can trucks be restricted on Main Street?  

If there is a jurisdictional transfer and the bypass becomes US-40, and if Heber City 
takes jurisdiction on Main Street, it could be possible to restrict trucks driving through 
Heber City from using Main Street. Trucks will always have access for deliveries and 
services.  

d) Question: how can we control access on an alternative like WB3 and WB4 so that it 
becomes a scenic byway for through traffic only?  

UDOT is proposing access only at signalized intersections, which would have a 
minimum spacing of a half mile.  

e) Question: how are you addressing local roads?  

UDOT is currently evaluating this for the five alternatives that passed through screening. 
Where bypass alternatives intersect local roads, there would either be a crossing 
(intersection or culvert), or the local road would terminate in a cul-de-sac.  

f) Question: does the typical section include landscaping?  

UDOT is not evaluating landscaping at the level of detail required during the EIS 
process. 

g) Question: can the median be narrowed?  

A 50-foot-wide median meets current UDOT standards and provides the safest facility. 
There are treatments that can be used where it is not possible to provide a 50-foot 
median.  
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h) Question: why are alternatives outside the corridor that has been preserved by Heber 
City and Wasatch County? 

The preservation corridor is not wide enough to accommodate the typical section.  

i) Question: when is the open house?  

UDOT is not planning an open house for the current phase but will present this 
information at Heber City, Wasatch County, and Midway City Council meetings. UDOT is 
also planning to post a video of the presentation on the project website.   

j) Question: will you consider delaying the comment period until the video is available? 

UDOT will publish screening materials on June 6 including the screening report and 
companion materials that will make it easier for the public to consume (dashboard, 
factsheets). The public comment period will start on June 6, UDOT will get the video on 
the website as soon as possible. NEPA does not require a comment period for 
alternative screening; UDOT is providing an additional comment period for this project 
before publishing the Draft EIS.  

k) Question: can we eliminate this comment period and get to the Draft EIS faster?  

UDOT is not pausing on work during the public comment period. Also, the public has 
already been notified a 45-day comment period will be provided.    

l) Question: it does not seem like this comment period is useful, people want to comment 
on alternatives not the screening process. Why are you even asking the public to 
comment on the screening process?  

UDOT sees value in providing a public comment period for this phase of the project.  

m) Question: when and how will you take alternatives through the north fields off the table? 

UDOT can’t eliminate an alternative just because someone doesn’t like it. Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidelines do not allow UDOT to eliminate an alternative 
because it is unpopular. Evaluating alternatives using the NEPA process provides for 
better understanding of the potential benefits and impacts associated with alternatives, 
which allows UDOT to make an informed and defensible decision.   

n) Question: what type of comments is UDOT looking for? 

UDOT is specifically looking for comments about the screening report, screening criteria 
as they relate to the project purpose and key resources, and screening process. UDOT 
wants to know if there is new data or if anything was missed that could affect results of 
the screening process. 
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