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FTA REGION 8 
CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION WORKSHEET 

 
FTA Region 8 provides this Categorical Exclusion (CE) worksheet to help project sponsors (recipients) comply with 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The information collected will help to better define the project 
scope for environmental analysis, identify potential impacts, and determine if other environmental laws and 
permits apply. If sufficiently completed, it can enable FTA to determine that the project does not result in 
significant environmental impacts and meets the criteria for a CE.  All activities and projects to be supported with 
federal funds require a NEPA environmental finding as a prerequisite to award of funds. 

This CE Worksheet should be completed for C-List projects involving construction and all D-List projects.  If a C-List 
project does not involve construction, you do not need to complete this worksheet.  All parts below must be 
completed prior to FTA review. Compliance with other environmental requirements must also be completed 
before FTA will issue a determination that the project meets the criteria for a CE. Certain project activities may not 
begin until this process is complete.  For guidance on completing this worksheet, please refer to the CE Worksheet 
Instructions.   

Prior to transmitting a grant application, complete and submit this CE Worksheet using the CE Worksheet 
Instructions allowing sufficient time for FTA review, especially if other environmental laws or permits apply.  For 
assistance, please contact your assigned FTA Region 8 Pre-Award Manager, or you may call the office at 303-362-
2400.  To “check” a box, double-click on the box and select “checked” under default value. 

PART A:   PROJECT INFORMATION 
Project Sponsor 
Utah Transit Authority 

FTA Application No/FAIN   
CIG 

Project Contact (include mailing address, email address and phone number)  

Janelle Robertson, Project Manager 
Utah Transit Authority 
669 West 200 South 
Salt Lake City, UT 84101 
jarobertson@rideuta.com 
801.237.1951  
Project Title 
South of Draper Double Track Project – FrontRunner Forward Program  
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Project Description  

The Utah Transit Authority (UTA) in coordination with the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) is proposing 
to lengthen and shift the existing Draper Station area double track section of its FrontRunner commuter rail system 
in the cities of Bluffdale and Draper in southern Salt Lake County, Utah, to create a true double track alignment 
through this area. See the Vicinity Map in Attachment A.1, Vicinity Map for the South of Draper Double Track 
Project.  

The Project is one of nine double track projects being proposed as part of long-term improvements under the 
FrontRunner Forward program; however, it has independent utility and can be constructed with or without the other 
projects. Further detail about investments associated with the FrontRunner Forward Program are included in a 
separate report, FrontRunner Forward Strategic Double Track Recommended Service Alternative Overview – 
A Planning and Environmental Linkage Study (PEL) (May 2023). The Project is located between 0.75 and 1 mile west 
of Interstate 15 (I-15) in Bluffdale and Draper in the southern portion of Salt Lake County. The Project extends from 
UTA milepost S 20.5 north to UTA milepost S 17.2, a distance of about 3.3 miles to encompass 2.8 miles of new 
double track and track tie-in.  

The existing double track section at Draper Station is about 1.0 mile long, and its primary use is allowing trains 
traveling in opposite directions to pass each other. The Project would lengthen the existing double track section by 
approximately 2.8 miles, moving the southern terminus of the section from the Vista Station Boulevard bridge to 
1300 West. North of Bangerter Highway, the anticipated track work consists of constructing a new FrontRunner 
mainline (ML) track east of the existing mainline track, shifting the existing FrontRunner ML track where necessary, 
removing one existing turnout, constructing one new turnout, constructing a new bridge over Bangerter Highway 
and 14600 South, demolishing an existing retaining wall and constructing new retaining walls on the west side of the 
corridor on the north and south approaches to the Bangerter Highway bridge as well as in other sections to minimize 
property impacts and right-of-way (ROW) acquisition, extending the Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal culvert under 
the Bangerter Highway bridge’s south approach, modifying an existing private access road at-grade crossing, 
relocating utilities, and widening the existing trackbed. South of Bangerter Highway, the existing UTA ML would 
remain in its current location, and a new track would be constructed west of the existing mainline. Preliminary track 
design modeling shows that the estimated depth of excavation from the top of the existing ground to the bottom of 
the proposed subballast or track ditch for proposed trackwork construction ranges from 2 to 5 feet. The estimated 
depth of excavation for walls, utilities, and the bridge over Bangerter Highway ranges from 3 to 10 feet.  

UTA ML Number (No.) 2 would be constructed with 15-foot track spacing from UTA ML No. 1. Generally, south of the 
Bangerter Highway grade-separated crossing, a new UTA ML No. 2 would be constructed west of the existing UTA 
ML No. 1 within the existing UTA ROW except for a small ROW acquisition required just south of the existing 14600 
South grade-separated crossing. North of the Bangerter Highway grade-separated crossing, a new UTA ML No. 1 
would be constructed east of the existing track, and the existing UTA ML No. 1 would become UTA ML No. 2. 
Currently, the existing UTA ML No. 1 is designed for 79 miles per hour (mph) through the entire project extent. The 
curves and spirals for this section would also be designed for a 79-mph design speed except for the turnout curve at 
the southern terminus of the section.  

The existing private access road crossing just south of Bangerter Highway would be modified to accommodate the 
proposed UTA track, and the Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal culvert under the Bangerter Highway bridge’s south 
approach would be extended. New retaining walls would be constructed at the proposed west UTA ROW line on the 
north and south approaches to the Bangerter Highway bridge as well as in other sections to minimize property 
impacts and ROW acquisition.  

The existing turnout at the south end of the existing double track section at Draper Station would be removed, and a 
new turnout would be installed at the proposed southern terminus of the section. Required utility relocations would 
include relocating the existing UTA communications and signal duct bank from the proposed southern terminus to 
the Bangerter Highway bridge, relocating approximately 1,200 feet of overhead electric distribution line, and 
extending the casing for a water line undercrossing. See the conceptual design plans in Attachment A.2, Conceptual 
Design Plans for the South of Draper Double Track Project. 
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Throughout this worksheet and associated technical reports, the term “project extent” is used to describe the 
general study location and limits of the Project. The term “evaluation area” is used to describe the area within which 
a specific resource was evaluated for potential impacts due to operation and construction of the Project. In all cases, 
the evaluation area is defined under each applicable resource discussion. In the case of cultural, historic, and 
archaeological resources, the “area of potential effects” serves as the evaluation area. The term “design footprint” is 
used to describe the current preliminary project design. The design footprint was used to assess impacts to resources 
and includes the anticipated limits of physical disturbance, including space for potential temporary construction 
workspaces, and the limits of any anticipated ROW and temporary easement acquisition. 

Project Location (Include physical address) 

The Project is a linear project along the existing FrontRunner corridor from UTA milepost S 20.5 north to UTA 
milepost S 17.2 in Bluffdale and Draper in southern Salt Lake County, Utah. See the Vicinity Map in Attachment A.1, 
Vicinity Map for the South of Draper Double Track Project. 

Is this project included in the current approved TIP and/or STIP? 

  YES – TIP/STIP ID/Page No.:     NO – When will it be added?  

The FrontRunner Strategic Double Track program, which includes this project, is in the 2024–2029 STIP, PIN 20253. 

Is this a re-evaluation of a project previously evaluated/approved or currently under construction?  

  NO 

  YES  
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PART B:   PROPOSED CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION DETERMINATION 
Select the CE category under 23 CFR 771.118(c) or (d) that best describes the proposed project (select only one). 
FHWA and FRA CEs also may be used, if applicable. CE descriptions are included in the CE Worksheet Instructions.   
 
CE (e.g., C-9 or D-6):   FTA C-8: Maintenance, rehabilitation, and reconstruction of facilities that occupy substantially 
the same geographic footprint and do not result in a change in functional use, such as: improvements to bridges, 
tunnels, storage yards, buildings, stations, and terminals; construction of platform extensions, passing track, and 
retaining walls; and improvements to tracks and railbeds. 

PART C:   ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION 
For each of the following resources, identify, evaluate and describe any adverse impacts to the built (including 
social and economic) and natural environment resulting from the proposed project.  Select NO, if a resource is not 
present on or near the proposed project area, or if there are no adverse impacts.  Select YES, if a resource is 
present and will be impacted; and succinctly describe the impacts, any mitigation necessary to minimize impacts, 
and any permits required.  Please explain your answer. The level of detail you provide should be commensurate 
with the complexity of the project.  For guidance on how to evaluate each resource for impacts, see the CE 
Worksheet Instructions.  If, through your evaluation, you believe the project will result in significant environmental 
impacts or you aren’t sure, and/or it is likely to generate substantial controversy on environmental grounds, 
contact FTA Region 8.  



FTA Region 8 CE Worksheet – October 2020 5 

1.  Land Use and Zoning  
Is the proposed project incompatible or inconsistent with existing or future land use and/or zoning in the 
project area? Describe the surrounding land use and zoning. Provide a map with project location and 
surrounding land uses.  

  NO 

  YES 
The Project is located in Draper and Bluffdale in Salt Lake County in a developed area with a transit 
station district, commercial land uses, a local road network and residential development, light industry 
and manufacturing uses, other mixed uses, and a 250-acre nature preserve in the immediate vicinity of 
the project extent.  

The Project would be compatible with existing land use and zoning because the proposed facilities (track 
and related infrastructure) would be constructed largely in or immediately adjacent to the existing 
commuter rail corridor. The Project would require about 17.10 acres of ROW that consists of properties 
mostly in the track areas already owned by either the Union Pacific Railroad (UP) or UTA. Permanent 
property acquisition for the Project in the UP/UTA rail corridor would not convert land to a different use 
because this land is already used for transportation.  

A small amount of additional ROW would be required from commercial areas that back to the tracks and 
from open space in the Galena–Soónkahni Preserve, which is immediately adjacent to the FrontRunner 
corridor. Based on a review of aerial maps, all of the buildings in the commercial areas have access via 
FrontRunner Boulevard, and no commercial access would be affected. The project team anticipates that 
the rear areas of the commercial buildings are used primarily for parking and storage and that the access 
to and functionality of the buildings would not be affected by these small strip takes of property that 
would be converted from commercial to transportation use (see Section 2, Land/Property Acquisition, 
Relocation, Leases and Easements, for more information).  

The small strip (0.23 acre) of permanent ROW acquisition would be from the Galena–Soónkahni Preserve. 
The preserve is owned and managed by the Utah Department of Forestry, Fire and State Lands (FFSL) 
with a conservation easement held by Utah Open Lands (see Section 6, Park and Recreation Resources). 

 

 
  

See the Land Use and Zoning Memorandum in Attachment B.1, Land Use and Zoning. 
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2.  Land/Property Acquisition, Relocation, Leases and Easements   
Does the proposed project require any land/property acquisition, easement or permit? Note: for 
acquisitions over $1 million, FTA concurrence with the property’s valuation is also required (see Circular 
5010.E).  Explain.  

  NO 

  YES 

Permanent property acquisition would be needed for the Project, and temporary construction easements 
would be required for grading and access. Constructing the new track north of Bangerter Highway would 
require property acquisition from Union Pacific Railroad (UP) within the UP/UTA corridor and property 
from the Utah Division of Forestry, Fire and State Lands (FFSL) west of the rail corridor. The Project would 
require about 17.10 acres of ROW from 23 nonresidential parcels consisting of properties within the track 
areas owned by either UP or UTA, commercial areas that back to the tracks, and open space. Based on a 
review of aerial maps, all of the buildings in the commercial areas are provided access via FrontRunner 
Boulevard, and no commercial access would be affected. The project team anticipates that the rear areas 
of the commercial buildings are used primarily for parking and storage and that the access to and 
functionality of the buildings would not be affected by these small strip takes of property. The Project 
would also require a small strip of ROW acquisition from the Galena–Soónkahni Preserve, which is owned 
and managed by FFSL with a conservation easement held by Utah Open Lands (UOL).  

 

At this preliminary level of design, the project team does not yet know exactly where temporary 
construction easements would be needed. However, the design footprint used to assess impacts to 
resources includes the anticipated limits of physical disturbance, including space for potential temporary 
construction workspaces and the limits of any anticipated ROW and temporary easement acquisition. The 
actual locations of temporary construction easements would be determined during final design. UDOT will 
compensate the property owners for the temporary use of the property, and the restored property will be 
returned to the owner when the use of the property is no longer needed. 

UDOT will conduct acquisitions in accordance with the provisions in the Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42 United States Code [USC] Section 61 and the 
implementing regulation 49 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 24). This process will ensure just 
compensation for all properties and will minimize any impacts on the current owners. ROW acquisition 
from the Galena–Soónkahni Preserve would follow the provisions of the conservation easement. 

See Attachment B.2, Land/Property Acquisition, Relocation, Leases, and Easements. 
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3.  Environmental Justice  
Is the proposed project located in a neighborhood containing minority or low-income residents or 
businesses? If yes, will it result in disproportionately high and adverse impacts?  Explain. 

  NO 

  YES 

Although there are low-income and minority populations in the environmental justice evaluation area, the 
Project would not directly affect these populations, and the project team does not expect the Project to 
result in a disproportionately high and adverse effect on environmental justice populations. The Project 
would benefit the population of surrounding neighborhoods, including low-income and minority 
populations, by improving FrontRunner transit service capacity and reliability.  

See the Environmental Justice Evaluation Memorandum in Attachment B.3, Environmental Justice. 

In addition, a corridor-wide environmental justice analysis has been conducted to evaluate potential 
impacts of the future anticipated service increase along the FrontRunner corridor. The corridor-wide 
environmental justice analysis is documented in a separate report, the FrontRunner Forward Corridor-level 
Environmental Justice Technical Memorandum (May 2023), and summarized in the PEL (May 2023). 

4.  Cultural, Historic and Archaeological Resources   
Are there any cultural, historic or archaeological resources on or near the proposed project site? If yes 
and the proposed project has the potential to affect such resources, the Section 106 process must be 
followed and a Section 4(f) evaluation may be required. Explain, including what steps were taken to make 
the determination. 

  NO   

  YES 

An archaeological inventory and selective reconnaissance-level historical buildings inventory was 
conducted within the Project’s area of potential effects (APE) in the spring of 2022. Four archaeological 
sites and one historical structure were identified in the APE.  

 42SL214 (the Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal), 42SL293 (the Denver & Rio Grande 
Western Railroad [D&RGW]), and 42SL640 (a historical utility line). Sites 42SL186, 42SL214, and 42SL293 
all have been determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places as a result of prior 
undertakings. The remaining site, 42SL640, was determined ineligible for the National Register as a result 
of several prior undertakings. FTA has made the same determination of eligibility for this site as part of the 
present undertaking. The historical structure, a steel stringer/multibeam or girder bridge located at 1000 
West 14600 South, was determined to be ineligible in the Utah Historic Bridge Inventory and is not further 
discussed in this section.  
 

If YES resources are present, does Section 106 apply? Explain. 

  NO 

  YES – Provide Section 106 Consultation Documentation 

The Project would result in no adverse effect under Section 106 for all three resources determined eligible 
for the National Register (sites 42SL186, 42SL214, and 42SL293).  

For site 42SL214, the Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal, the culvert would be extended along a previously 
realigned (noncontributing) segment of the canal. There would be approximately 0.03 acre of impact 
within the site boundary. Fill and ballast would be placed over the extended culvert, and a retaining wall 
would be placed between the canal channel and the adjacent railroad ROW. Fill and other disturbance 
would occur along 22 feet of the abandoned main canal channel west of the railroad ROW where the 
channel has already been disturbed by other activities.  
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 For site 42SL293, the D&RGW Railroad, the Project would have a minor impact to the surface ballast of the 
existing rail in order to tie in to the new UTA track ballast, resulting in no adverse effect to the resource.  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

The finding of effects was determined by FTA after multiple coordination meetings with the consulting 
parties conducted between May 2022 and August 2023, parties including the Utah State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), FFSL (owner and manager of the property), UOL (holder of the Galena–
Soónkahni conservation easement), and all eight Native American Tribes federally recognized in Utah.  

The SHPO concurred with the findings of eligibility and effects for the historic properties under Section 106 
on September 29, 2023. The findings of effect were provided to the Tribes for review, and one comment 
was received within the 30-day review period. The cultural resource manager for the Paiute Indian Tribe of 
Utah requested that a prayer be given to bless the area as the site is disturbed. FTA agreed that a Tribal 
representative would be invited to give a prayer at the site prior to construction of the Project.  

If YES resources are present, does Section 4(f) apply?  Explain.   

  NO 

  YES – Provide Section 4(f) Evaluation 

Based on the determination of no adverse effect for the historic properties under Section 106, 
corresponding findings of use have been made under Section 4(f). Specifically, FTA finds that the Project 
would result in a use with de minimis impact under Section 4(f) for sites 42SL186, 42SL214, and 42SL293, 
for which FTA made a finding of no adverse effect under Section 106.  

The Section 106 consultation documentation is included in Attachment B.4, Cultural, Historic, and 
Archaeological Resources.  

In addition, a corridor-wide cultural resources survey has been conducted to evaluate potential cumulative 
impacts along the FrontRunner corridor. The corridor-wide survey is documented in a separate report, 
A Cultural Resources Survey for the Utah Transit Authority’s FrontRunner Forward Double Track and Rail 
Realignment Project; Davis, Salt Lake, and Utah Counties, Utah (July 2022), and summarized in the PEL 
(May 2023). 
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5.  Visual/Aesthetics  
Will the proposed project degrade the existing visual/aesthetic character or quality of the site, its 
surroundings, and/or recognized view sheds?  Explain. 

  NO  

  YES  

Most of the project improvements would be made within an existing transportation facility, and the 
Project would not result in substantive changes to the landscape or viewshed proximate to the project 
extent. Views to and from the project extent are not anticipated to change as a result of the Project. 

6.  Park and Recreation Resources 
Are there any public parks and/or recreation resources on or near the proposed project area that would 
be impacted? If the proposed project has the potential to impact publicly-owned parks or recreation 
areas, a Section 4(f) evaluation may be required. If a park is funded with LWCF funds, Section 6(f) may 
apply. Explain. 

  NO 

  YES 

A portion of the Galena–Soónkahni Preserve is adjacent to the project extent. The Galena–Soónkahni 
Preserve, which is owned and managed by FFSL, comprises about 250 acres adjacent to the Jordan River 
between 12300 South and 14600 South in Draper. The preserve includes about 100 acres of riparian and 
wetland habitat on the east side of the Jordan River and about 150 acres of uplands.  

 

If YES, does Section 4(f) apply?  Explain. 

  NO 

  YES – Provide Section 4(f) Evaluation 

The Galena–Soónkahni Preserve is owned and managed by FFSL, with a conservation easement held by 
UOL. The preserve comprises about 250 acres adjacent to the Jordan River between 12300 South and 
14600 South in Draper, Salt Lake County. A portion of the eastern edge of the preserve is adjacent to the 
existing FrontRunner rail corridor. The preserve meets the qualifications for a Section 4(f) resource as 
defined in 23 CFR Part 774. The preserve is publicly owned, is open to the public as a recreation area, and 
has multiple significant conservation purposes, including preserving and protecting the wetland and 
wildlife in the area and conserving its cultural heritage.  

 

The Project would permanently acquire an approximately 0.23-acre strip of land along the southeast 
corner of the Galena–Soónkahni Preserve just north of Bangerter Highway and immediately adjacent to 
the existing railroad ROW corridor. This area would be permanently converted to rail ROW. The Project 
would require approximately 0.39-acre strip of the preserve in this same area for a temporary construction 
easement (TCE), which would be used during construction only.  

 On the northeast corner of 
the preserve, the Project would require another 0.03 acre of land for a TCE, about 600 feet south of Vista 
Station Boulevard, again immediately adjacent to the existing railroad corridor.  

These impacts are summarized in Table 1.  
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and Archaeological Resources. 

Based on the information presented above, FTA has determined that the Section (f) use of the Galena–
Soónkahni Preserve by the Project is considered a de minimis impact, and the requirements of 23 CFR Part 
774 have been satisfied. FFSL concurred with this determination on June 20, 2024 in a letter from FTA to 
FFSL dated June 12, 2024.  The Section 4(f) consultation documentation and the public comment report 
are included in Attachment B.6, Park and Recreation Resources.

If YES, does Section 6(f) apply?  Explain.

  NO 

  YES – Provide documentation 

The Galena–Soónkahni Preserve was not funded with LWCF funds. 

https://stateparks.utah.gov/resources/grants/land-and-water-conservation-fund/ 

7. Noise and Vibration
Are there any noise and/or vibration sensitive receptors located near the proposed project that would be
impacted?  Explain.

  NO 

  YES 

Noise 

Based on aerial images of the project extent, preliminary project design schematics, and site visits, the 
project team identified five Category 2 residential land use areas in the noise evaluation area. 

Because most residences are near each other and run parallel to the FrontRunner and UP alignments, the 
residential areas were grouped as described below and as shown in the figures in Appendix A, Residential 
Clusters, and Attachment B.7, Noise and Vibration. 

• Cluster No. 1: Draper Station to Vista Station Boulevard (Figure A-2): Single-family residences on
Green Clover Road (about 153 feet to 277 feet east of the FrontRunner centerline)

• Cluster No. 2: Vista Station Boulevard to the Bangerter Highway Interchange (Figure A-3): Veranda
Apartments (under construction south of Vista Station Boulevard (about 269 feet to 668 feet east
of the FrontRunner centerline)

• Cluster No. 3: Bangerter Highway to Phillip Gates Memorial Park (Figure A-4): Residences on Royal
Coachman Drive (about 128 feet to 213 feet west of the FrontRunner centerline)

• Cluster No. 4: State Route 140 to Coyote Gulch Way (Figure A-5): Residences on Chimney Park
Drive east of the FrontRunner alignment (about 215 feet to 226 feet east of the centerline)

• Cluster No. 5: Harmon Day Drive to W. Cinch Way (Figure A-6): Residences on Wild Horse Way east
of the FrontRunner alignment (about 128 feet to 132 feet east of the centerline)

Because noise-sensitive receivers were identified in the noise evaluation area (that is, within the 622-foot 
project-level screening distance), a General Noise Assessment was conducted for the Project to evaluate 
potential noise impacts resulting from train passby events (trains travelling through the FrontRunner 
corridor at authorized speeds) and crossover events (trains leaving the mainline at a slower speed [60 mph 
for one #24 crossover in the noise evaluation area]). 

The potential for noise impacts was determined by using the FTA spreadsheet model to estimate the 
existing noise level at the nearest noise-sensitive receiver in each of five residential clusters in the project 
corridor resulting from train traffic on the existing FrontRunner alignment with trains traveling at 60 mph. 
An exception is Cluster No. 1 (Draper Station to Vista Station Boulevard), which is already double-tracked 
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under existing conditions. For Cluster No. 1, 50% of the existing train traffic was assigned to each track at 
60 mph. 

The potential for project-related noise impacts was determined by using the FTA spreadsheet model and 
assigning 50% of the train traffic to the existing alignment and 50% of the train traffic to the new track 
which would be constructed east or west of the existing alignment depending on the location in the 
corridor. The operating speed was increased to 79 mph (from 60 mph) under this scenario. 

The increase in noise resulting from double-tracking the alignment and increasing the train speed to 
79 mph over the existing noise level at 60 mph is the potential for noise impact due to the Project. 

Project-related passby and crossover events are anticipated to increase noise levels by 0 to 1 A-weighted 
decibels (dBA) over existing noise levels at the nearest Category 2 (residential) and Category 3 
(institutional) noise-sensitive receivers in the project corridor. 

The project-related passby and crossover events are anticipated to increase noise levels by 0 to 1 dBA over 
existing noise levels, which is not distinguishable to the human ear and is below the threshold for a 
moderate impact. For this reason, there would be no project-related passby or crossover noise impacts 
from the Project.  

Vibration 

The vibration screening distance for conventional commuter rail lines is 200 feet from the ROW or property 
line for Category 2 land uses and 120 feet for Category 3 land uses (Table 6-8, Screening Distances for 
Vibration Assessments, of the FTA guidance). The nearest residential clusters in the vibration evaluation 
area range from about 120 feet to more than 270 feet from the FrontRunner property line, and the nearest 
church is approximately 175 feet from the crossover. 

A General Vibration Assessment using the FTA guidance was conducted to evaluate vibration impacts at 
Category 2 and Category 3 land uses. Source adjustments for distance, speed, and track treatments were 
applied as discussed in the FTA guidance. 

The adjusted velocity level (VdB) for train passby events was 67.3 VdB, which is less than the ground-borne 
vibration impact criterion of 75 VdB for Category 2 land uses (occasional events). The adjusted velocity 
level for crossover events at 60 mph was 58.2 VdB, which is less than the ground-borne vibration impact 
criterion for Category 3 land uses (infrequent events) of 83 VdB. 

There would be no project-related passby or crossover vibration impacts from the Project. 

See the Noise and Vibration Assessment in Attachment B.7, Noise and Vibration. 

In addition, a corridor-wide noise and vibration analysis has been conducted to evaluate potential impacts 
of the future anticipated service increase along the FrontRunner corridor. The corridor-wide noise and 
vibration analysis is documented in a separate report, FrontRunner Forward Corridor-level Noise and 
Vibration Technical Memorandum (May 2023), and summarized in the PEL (May 2023). 
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8.  Air Quality  
Is the proposed project located in an Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)-designated non-attainment 
or maintenance area? 

  NO 

  YES - indicate the criteria pollutant and contact FTA to determine if a hot spot analysis is necessary.    

   Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
   Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 
   Lead (Pb) 
   Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 
   Ozone (O3) 
   Particulate Matter (PM10) 
   Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 

Does the proposed project require a conformity analysis or regional analysis under 40 CFR Part 93? 

  NO 

  YES  

If the non-attainment area is also in a metropolitan area, is the proposed project required to be and 
included in the MPO’s air quality conformity analysis for the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)? 

  NO  

  YES - Date of FHWA/FTA conformity finding  
 
The Project is located in Salt Lake County. Salt Lake County is an attainment area for CO, NO2, and Pb; 
a nonattainment area for PM2.5, O3, and SO2; and a maintenance area for PM10. 

Because the Project is located in a nonattainment area and is not exempt from a conformity analysis under 
40 CFR Section 93.126, a General Conformity applicability assessment is needed, and the Project must be 
listed on a conforming Metropolitan Transportation Plan and Transportation Improvement Plan. The 
Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC) considers air quality as part of its RTP. The 2023–2050 WFRC RTP 
and Air Quality Conformity Memorandum #41 were adopted in May 2023 and include the full length of the 
proposed double track projects. In addition, a corridor-wide air quality analysis has been conducted to 
evaluate the potential impacts of the future anticipated service increase along the FrontRunner corridor. 
The corridor-wide air quality analysis is documented in a separate report, FrontRunner Forward Corridor-
level Air Quality Technical Memorandum (June 2023), and summarized in the PEL (May 2023).  

A PM hot-spot analysis is required only for specific types of projects, which are described in the Air Quality 
Review in Attachment B.8, Air Quality, and are listed in the transportation conformity regulations at 40 
CFR Section 93.123(b)(1). Because the Project does not meet any of the criteria to be considered a project 
of air quality concern, hot-spot analyses are not required for particulate matter. Similarly, the 
transportation conformity regulations at 40 CFR Section 93.123(a)(1) define projects that require 
quantitative analysis for CO. Because the Project does not meet any of the criteria to be considered a 
project of air quality concern, hot-spot analyses are not required for CO. The Air Quality Review in 
Attachment B.8, Air Quality, describes the types of projects that require quantitative analyses for both 
types of pollutants.  

The Project would allow opposing train traffic to pass, thereby decreasing the number of idling trains, 
increasing service reliability, and allowing more efficient operation of the rail line. Air quality would be 
improved with the Project because train flow would be improved, and trains would spend less time idling 
compared to existing conditions. 

The Project is not a project of air quality concern, and the project team does not expect the Project to 
adversely affect local compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Although 
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atmospheric CO2 emissions are projected to increase in 2050 due to the greater number of vehicles and 
increased vehicle-miles traveled, this increase would occur with or without the Project. The amounts of all 
other pollutants are projected to decrease in future years due to more stringent emissions standards for 
diesel locomotives and improved emissions control technology. 

See the Air Quality Review in Attachment B.8, Air Quality.  

In addition, a corridor-wide air quality analysis has been conducted to evaluate the potential impacts of 
the future anticipated service increase along the FrontRunner corridor. The corridor-wide air quality 
analysis is documented in a separate report, FrontRunner Forward Corridor-level Air Quality Technical 
Memorandum (June 2023), and summarized in the PEL (May 2023). 
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9.  Hazardous Materials  
Is there any known or potential contamination at the proposed project site that would be impacted?  
Describe the steps taken to make the determination (Phase I ESA, etc.) and results. Note the mitigation 
and clean-up measures that will be taken to remove hazardous materials from the project site, if 
applicable. 

  NO   

  YES   
 
A review of the Utah Geospatial Resource Center’s Land-Related Contaminant and Cleanup database, the 
Utah Department of Environmental Quality’s (UDEQ) online database, and an Environmental Data 
Resources, Inc. (EDR), report identified a number of sites with known or suspected contamination that are 
within the hazardous materials evaluation area and/or close to the project extent. The evaluation area for 
identifying hazardous materials in and near the project extent is a 0.5-mile radius around the project 
extent.  

The screening process identified five sites that were evaluated for their potential risk to construction: one 
leaking underground storage tanks (LUST) site, two underground storage tanks (UST) sites, one solid 
waste facility, and one environmental incident. No groundwater contamination was indicated at any of 
these sites. None of these sites would be directly impacted by the Project, and all of the sites represent a 
low to no risk to construction. 

A review of well logs from the Utah Division of Water Rights’ website 
(https://maps.waterrights.utah.gov/esrimap/map.asp) indicates that groundwater depths in the project 
extent are highly variable. The project extent is situated on the boundary between a secondary 
groundwater recharge zone and a discharge zone that is generally surrounding the Jordan River 
floodplain. Shallow groundwater (5 to 10 feet deep) could be encountered in some areas. The project 
team, or construction contractor, will obtain coverage for construction dewatering under Utah’s General 
Permit for Construction Dewatering or Hydrostatic Testing (UTG070000) or, if contamination is anticipated 
after additional investigation, a Ground Water Discharge Permit, pursuant to state groundwater 
protection rules (Utah Administrative Code R317-6).  

In accordance with FTA Standard Operating Procedures and applicable regulatory requirements, the 
project team would conduct due diligence during final design by identifying whether hazardous materials 
are present prior to property acquisitions and construction. As part of this due diligence, the project team 
will conduct a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) in accordance with ASTM standards for any 
property acquisitions and will conduct any recommended Phase II ESA investigations. Plans for hazardous 
materials handling and disposal will be developed for the Project, and this development would include 
coordination with state and federal agencies with jurisdiction over the properties.  

The project team will prepare a soil and groundwater management plan before construction. This plan will 
describe the necessary soil and groundwater investigations needed to characterize pollutant 
concentrations in soil and groundwater in the project extent, if any; describe, based on the results of the 
investigations, the protection measures that will be used to prevent the spread of contamination; 
communicate the health risks to construction workers; define appropriate handling and disposal or 
treatment methods for contaminated media; and help the project team better identify construction-
related impacts. 

See the Hazardous Materials Evaluation in Attachment B.9, Hazardous Materials, for details regarding 
hazardous materials analysis. 
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10.  Farmland  
Are there any prime or unique farmlands located at the proposed project site that would be impacted? 
Explain.  

  NO  

  YES 

The project extent is located in areas defined as “urbanized areas” by the U.S. Census Bureau Map 
(https://www.census.gov/geographies/reference-maps/2010/geo/2010-census-urban-areas.html). Per 
7 CFR Section 658.2, farmland does not include land already in or committed to urban development. 
Farmland already in urban development includes lands identified as “urbanized area” on the Census 
Bureau Map. 

11.  Floodplains  
Is the proposed project located within the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 100-year 
floodplain or within the floodway?  If yes, this project may require further evaluation under EO 11988. 
Explain. 

  NO 

  YES 

A review of FEMA’s National Flood Hazard Layer shows that the Project would impact <0.01 acre of 
Zone AE (areas that would be flooded by a 100-year flood, have base flood elevations defined, and which 
might also include a floodway). Floodplain connectivity would be maintained through the existing Jordan 
and Salt Lake City Canal culvert that would be extended for this project. A floodplain development permit 
will be obtained from the local floodplain administrator for Draper City prior to construction. Although not 
anticipated, a flood-control permit will be obtained from Salt Lake County for actions inside or within 20 
feet of the Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal, which is a Salt Lake County–controlled waterway. Corner 
Canyon Creek (also a Salt Lake County–controlled waterway) might also need to be included in the flood-
control permit if the existing culvert is considered during further coordination with Salt Lake County Flood 
Control to be a part of the channel. This coordination will take place during final design as required.  

The project team does not anticipate that FEMA Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) and Letter of 
Map Revision (LOMR) processes will be required in compliance with 44 CFR Sections 60.3 and 65.12 due to 
the nature of the anticipated encroachment, which is not anticipated to impact water surface elevations in 
Corner Canyon Creek. However, an evaluation would be completed to determine whether the final design 
would require revision to the flood map. This process would be coordinated with Draper City, the 
floodplain administrator for this area. If necessary, a preconstruction CLOMR would be submitted to 
FEMA. After construction, a LOMR would be submitted to FEMA. This process would be coordinated with 
Draper City. 

See the Floodplains Evaluation Memorandum in Attachment B.11, Floodplains. 
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12.  Water Resources and Water Quality 
Are there any surface or ground water resources present, including an EPA-designated sole source aquifer 
(SSA), near the proposed project that would be impacted?  Explain. 

  NO   

  YES 

Corner Canyon Creek and the Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal are the only named surface waters in the 
water resources and water quality evaluation area. The Project would require the Jordan and Salt Lake City 
Canal culvert under the UP and FrontRunner tracks just south of Bangerter Highway to be extended to 
accommodate the new track. If the Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal is determined jurisdictional by U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), construction would be authorized under a Clean Water Act Section 404 
Nationwide Permit 14 (which includes Section 401 Water Quality Certification) from USACE (see Section 13 
below and Attachment B.13 for more information about project impacts to aquatic resources). There 
would be no impacts to Corner Canyon Creek or its bank. The Project would not come within 30 feet of 
Corner Canyon Creek or either end of the culvert through which Corner Canyon Creek crosses beneath the 
UP and UTA tracks, and the Corner Canyon Creek culvert would not need to be extended. For these 
reasons, a stream alteration permit would likely not be required; however, further coordination is needed 
during final design to verify this conclusion.  

There are nine water right points of diversion in the water resources and water quality evaluation area. 
These nine points of diversion are underground water wells, unnamed springs, springs and drain, and 
effluent from the Utah State Prison. Six of these points currently have a terminated status, and the other 
three have an unapproved status. Three water right points of diversion are within the impact footprint for 
the Project; however, no impacts are anticipated since all three have a terminated status and are not 
currently active. 

The water resources and water quality evaluation area does not contain any drinking water source 
protection zones for either groundwater or surface water sources; therefore, the project team does not 
anticipate any impacts to drinking water from the Project. 

See the Evaluation of Water Resources and Water Quality in Attachment B.12, Water Resources and 
Water Quality. 

Is there an increase in impervious surface (e.g., roofs, driveways, streets, parking lots, etc.) or restored 
pervious surface greater than one acre? If YES, a NPDES/storm water permit may be needed and must be 
acquired prior to construction. Explain. 

  NO  

  YES 

A long-term facility stormwater permit would not be required. One additional concrete crossing panel 
would be installed for the crossing at the Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal, the size of which is based on the 
existing panels. Therefore, about 475 square feet of additional impervious surface would be added to the 
crossing at the Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal.  

Project elements would add a small amount of additional runoff from the project site after construction 
has been completed. The existing FrontRunner system already has infrastructure in place to handle any 
stormwater runoff from the ballasted track and embankments, and this infrastructure could be analyzed 
and expanded, if needed, to handle the additional runoff. If these stormwater infrastructure elements 
need to be relocated, they would be replaced in kind following the applicable drainage design criteria as 
stated in UTA’s Commuter Rail Design Criteria (2015). 

Construction of the Project would disturb more than 1 acre of ground surface, which would require 
coverage under the Utah Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (UPDES) Construction General Permit 
UTRC00000 (CGP). Coverage under the CGP would be obtained prior to construction through the Utah 
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Division of Water Quality. In compliance with this permit, a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) 
would be developed for the construction phase of the Project. 

13.  Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. 
Are there any wetlands or waters of the U.S. on or adjacent to the proposed project area that potentially 
would be temporarily or permanently impacted?  Explain. 

  NO 

  YES 

If YES, is a permit from the US Army Corps of Engineers required? Explain. 

  NO 

  YES (see below) 

The Project would fill <0.1 acre (20 linear feet) of canal segment C-1b (the Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal) 
and <0.01 acre (3 linear feet) of ditch segment D-1. The Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal originates from the 
Jordan River and flows north through the Salt Lake Valley, eventually draining into City Creek. City Creek 
then flows west, draining into the Jordan River, which flows into the Great Salt Lake, a traditional 
navigable water. Therefore, canal segment C-1b is likely jurisdictional. Ditch segment D-1 is located in 
Phillip Gates Memorial Park. It flows into an open-water pond beyond the survey area which appears to 
drain into the Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal. Ditch segment D-1 does not carry a relatively permanent 
flow of water and is likely not jurisdictional. There would be no wetland impacts from the Project. 

Impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resources from construction would be authorized under Nationwide 
Permit 14, which includes Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification. Because the impacts 
would be less than 0.1 acre, a preconstruction notification might not be required. In addition, because the 
canal impacts would be less than 0.03 acre, compensatory mitigation would not be required. 

See the Impacts to Aquatic Resources for the South of Draper Double Track Project Memorandum and the 
Aquatic Resources Delineation Report in Attachment B.13, Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. 

14.  Threatened and/or Endangered Species 
Are there any listed threatened and/or endangered species (plant or animal) or critical habitat present on 
or near the proposed project area that would be impacted? How was this determined? If yes, Section 7 of 
the Endangered Species Act may apply.  Explain. 

  NO 

  YES 

The project team identified one federally listed plant species and two federally listed wildlife species that 
could occur or are known to occur in the threatened and/or endangered species evaluation area. Of these 
species, the project team identified no potentially suitable habitat or critical habitat in or near the 
threatened and/or endangered species evaluation area that would be impacted.  

See the Biological Resources Evaluation in Attachment B.15, Natural and Biological Resources. 
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15.  Natural and Biological Resources 
Are there any natural areas, biological resources (fish, birds, wildlife and habitat) or sensitive areas 
present on or near the proposed project area that would be impacted? If the proposed project has the 
potential to impact wildlife or waterfowl refuges, a Section 4(f) evaluation may be required. Explain. 

  NO 

  YES  

If YES, does Section 4(f) apply? Explain. 

  NO 

  YES – Provide Section 4(f) Evaluation 
 

The project team identified 3 species listed under conservation agreements and 16 migratory bird species 
that could occur or are known to occur in the biological resources evaluation area. Of these species, the 
project team identified potentially suitable habitat for Columbia spotted frogs. The Project would also 
impact part of the Galena–Soónkahni Preserve. 

Columbia Spotted Frogs. Columbia spotted frogs are highly aquatic and require permanent quiet water. 
They usually live at the grassy/sedgy margins of streams, lakes, ponds, springs, and marshes and use 
stream-side small mammal burrows as shelter. Breeding typically occurs in small pools or ponds with little 
or no current surrounded by dense aquatic vegetation. The Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal provides 
potentially suitable habitat for Columbia spotted frogs. However, this canal is highly degraded—it is 
surrounded by invasive vegetation species (common reed); commercial, highway, and road development; 
and railroad tracks. Given the degradation of these resources, the habitat is low-quality and is unlikely to 
support Columbia spotted frog populations. 

Galena–Soónkahni Preserve. A portion of the Galena–Soónkahni Preserve is located in the biological 
resources evaluation area. The Galena–Soónkahni Preserve, which is owned and managed by FFSL, 
comprises about 250 acres adjacent to the Jordan River between 12300 South and 14600 South in Draper. 
The preserve includes about 100 acres of riparian and wetland habitat on the east side of the Jordan River 
and about 150 acres of uplands. The Project would permanently acquire an approximately 0.23-acre strip 
of land along the southeast corner of the Galena–Soónkahni Preserve just north of Bangerter Highway and 
immediately adjacent to the existing railroad ROW corridor. This area would be permanently converted to 
rail ROW. The Project would require an additional 0.39-acre strip of the preserve in this same area for a 
TCE, which would be used during construction only. On the northeast corner of the preserve, the Project 
would require another 0.03 acre of land for a TCE, about 600 feet south of Vista Station Boulevard, again 
immediately adjacent to the existing railroad corridor. No wildlife and waterfowl refuge features or 
resources of the Galena–Soónkahni Preserve have been identified in the areas of permanent or temporary 
acquisition. Both the permanent and TCE impacts to the preserve would be immediately adjacent to the 
UP/UTA rail corridor, and neither the permanent nor temporary conversion of preserve land to 
transportation use would impact the wildlife and waterfowl features of the preserve. Section 4(f) de 
minimis impacts to the preserve, as well as mitigation to minimize impacts to the preserve during 
construction, are addressed in Item 6, Park and Recreation Resources, of this Categorical Exclusion 
worksheet. 

See the Biological Resources Evaluation in Attachment B.15, Natural and Biological Resources. 

Any shrub, tree, or tree limb removal should occur outside a general bird nesting season from April 15 to 
July 31. If removal must occur during this period, preconstruction nesting surveys of affected trees will be 
performed by a qualified biologist. If active nests are found, the nests cannot be removed until young have 
been confirmed to have fledged. If these measures are followed, the Project would not result in direct or 
incidental take under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. 
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16.  Traffic and Parking  
Does the proposed project have the potential to permanently impact traffic and/or parking (on and off 
street) in the project area? Explain.  

  NO 

  YES 

The Project would require modifying one private at-grade crossing located south of Bangerter Highway. 
The private at-grade crossing is used to access the Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal service road. 
Modifications would include adding one new at-grade crossing panel similar in size to the existing panels 
for UTA ML No. 2. No additional work would be needed at this crossing since it does not have lights and 
gates and currently operates under passive sign control. 

There are no parking facilities in or near the project extent. The Project would not permanently impact 
either traffic or parking and does not include major changes to an existing road. Neither traffic patterns 
nor traffic operations in the area would be altered.  

In addition, a corridor-wide traffic and safety analysis has been conducted to evaluate potential impacts of 
the future anticipated service increase along the FrontRunner corridor. The corridor-wide traffic and safety 
analysis is documented in a separate report, FrontRunner Forward Corridor-level Traffic and Safety 
Technical Memorandum (May 2023), and summarized in the PEL (May 2023). 

17.  Utilities 
Are there any utilities that could be impacted by the proposed project?  Explain. 

  NO  

  YES 

Several utilities would be impacted by project construction. The project team would further determine the 
effects on these utilities and appropriate utility treatments by working with local jurisdictions and utility 
owners during final design of the Project. 

• UTA Communications Duct Bank: An existing UTA underground communications duct bank is 
located parallel to and west of the existing track UTA ML No. 1 from the southern end of the 
project extent to the existing signal and communications cabinet south of the 14600 South grade-
separated crossing. All 4,800 feet of the duct bank would conflict with construction of the new UTA 
ML No. 2 and would need to be relocated west of the proposed UTA ML No. 2. The affected signal 
and communications houses at the beginning and end of the relocation length would also be 
relocated, and the relocated line would run parallel to the proposed UTA ML No. 2.  

• Jordan Valley Water Line: A 10-inch-diameter diameter ductile iron water line crosses under both 
railroads’ ROW about 300 feet south of the existing 14600 South grade-separated crossing. The 
casing for the water line would need to be extended approximately 25 feet to the west to protect 
the water line from the railroad loads of the proposed UTA ML No. 2 and interface with the 
proposed retaining wall extension. 

• Rocky Mountain Power 345-kV and 138-kV Overhead Power Distribution Lines: Overhead electric 
lines run parallel to and west of the existing UTA ML No. 1 north of Bangerter Highway. The 
existing line is approximately 20 feet from the centerline of UTA ML No. 1. Approximately 
1,200 linear feet of this line, including an estimated five existing poles, would need to be relocated 
15 feet to the west to accommodate constructing the proposed UTA ML No. 2.  

All utility relocations will be coordinated with the utility owner during the final design of the Project to 
ensure the safety and continuity of utility service during construction. 
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18.  Construction Impacts   
Will the proposed project result in impacts (e.g., noise, air, water, staging, parking, traffic detours, etc.) 
during construction? Explain. 

  NO  

  YES – Provide mitigation commitments  

As with most construction projects, there would be some minor impacts during construction. Construction 
equipment such as trucks, bulldozers, graders, and rollers would add a minor amount of noise to an 
already very loud, active freight and commuter rail corridor. Work will comply with local noise ordinances. 

If temporary construction access is needed from a private property owner, it will be obtained through the 
proper federal ROW acquisition process. Minor temporary utility disruptions could occur for utility 
relocations or new service installations. These outages will be coordinated with the utility provider and any 
customers that could be affected.  

Installing switches would require UTA to temporarily shut down the track, which could disrupt FrontRunner 
service. Work will be scheduled to minimize impacts to passengers (nights, weekends, and/or holidays). If 
necessary, bus bridges (bus service) would be provided for the continuation of service. Similarly, installing 
switches and turnouts for UP could potentially disrupt freight loading services and movements in the yard, 
which could potentially disrupt service. Work will be scheduled to minimize impacts to freight through 
construction phasing and shutdowns in coordination with UP (nights, weekends, and/or holidays). 

The contractor is required and will control fugitive dust and stormwater runoff (see additional details in 
Section 21, State and Local Permits, Policies and Ordinances). The contractor will  follow all applicable 
local noise ordinances.  

A public communication plan will be developed to coordinate construction activities with local 
residents, stakeholders, and businesses that could be affected by the work. Any changes to transit 
service due to construction will be communicated to riders. 

Where private grade crossings would be relocated or new grade crossings installed, the gravel base 
roadway will be regraded to provide a smooth, safe profile over the track. 

19.  Public Outreach and Agency Coordination   
Was any public outreach and/or agency coordination conducted?  Explain. 

  NO  

  YES 

UTA, in partnership with UDOT, is committed to involving state and local agencies, area stakeholders, and 
the public throughout project design, construction, and operation. The project team has coordinated with 
the metropolitan planning organizations including the Mountainland Association of Governments, WFRC, 
and the surrounding Cities. The project team has developed an engagement plan to steer involvement 
activities throughout the project evolution. Engagement will be tailored based on the needs and potential 
impacts of the Project and could include a combination of corridor-level communication and project-
specific one-on-one meetings. 

A public comment period was provided from October 25, 2023, to November 27, 2023, for the public to 
review the project impacts to the Galena–Soónkahni Preserve. The notice of the public comment period 
was posted on the Utah.gov website as well as the UDOT FrontRunner project website 
(https://udotinput.utah.gov/FrontRunnerProject); printed in The Salt Lake Tribune and the Draper Journal; 
and posted along the Jordan River Parkway through the preserve. During the public comment period, FTA, 
UTA, and UDOT received two individual comment submissions from the public and none from an agency or 
Tribe. The comments in general support the Project. 
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20.  Safety and Security  
Are any measures required for the safe and secure operation of the proposed project after its 
construction? Explain. 

  NO 

  YES 

The Project would not change how employees or passengers would interact with the FrontRunner corridor 
and would not impact safety of those users. The Project would not impact the security of the FrontRunner 
facilities and would not have potential construction safety concerns on those facilities. 

UTA’s standard commuter rail design criteria will be followed to ensure that the Project meets safety and 
security requirements. UTA’s activation processes will be followed, which include several safety and 
security reviews and a potential hazard analysis to ensure that the design includes typical and site-specific 
safety and security measures.  

A corridor-wide traffic and safety analysis has been conducted to evaluate potential impacts of the future 
anticipated service increase along the FrontRunner corridor. The corridor-wide traffic and safety analysis is 
documented in a separate report, FrontRunner Forward Corridor-level Traffic and Safety Technical 
Memorandum (May 2023), and summarized in the PEL (May 2023).  

21.  State and Local Permits, Policies and Ordinances   
Does the proposed project require compliance with any applicable state and local permits, policies and 
ordinances? Explain. 

  NO 

  YES 

The Project would require the following permits:  

• UPDES CGP – Constructing the Project would disturb more than 1 acre of ground surface. The 
project team will apply for coverage under Utah’s CGP (UTRC00000). In compliance with this 
permit, an SWPPP will be developed for the construction phase of the Project. 

• Impacts to aquatic resources will be authorized under USACE Nationwide Permit 14 and an 
associated general Section 401 Water Quality Certification.  

• A floodplain development permit will be obtained from Draper City for impacts to the Zone AE 
floodplain (which includes a floodway). 

• A flood-control permit will be obtained from Salt Lake County for actions inside or within 20 feet of 
the Corner Canyon Creek channel and the Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal. 

• The project team, or construction contractor, will obtain coverage for construction dewatering 
under Utah’s General Permit for Construction Dewatering or Hydrostatic Testing (UTG070000) or a 
Ground Water Discharge Permit pursuant to state groundwater protection rules (Utah 
Administrative Code R317-6).  

• Submit a fugitive dust control plan to the Utah Division of Air Quality. 
• Follow local noise ordinances. 
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Per the Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) and guidance from the Utah State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), archaeological site information has been redacted to protect sensitive cultural resources. 
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Introduction 
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA), the Utah Transit Authority (UTA), and the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT) are preparing a Categorical Exclusion under the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) for a project that is proposing to add double track south of the existing Draper Station of 
UTA’s FrontRunner commuter rail system in the cities of Bluffdale and Draper in southern Salt Lake 
County, Utah. The project is intended to improve reliability and reduce delays of the FrontRunner 
Service. 

As the lead agency for the project, FTA, in compliance with Section 4(f) of the Department of 
Transportation Act of 1966, 23 United States Code (USC) Section 138 (as amended), and 49 USC 
Section 303 (as amended), provided public notification of the intent to make a de minimis impact finding 
for project impacts to the Galena–Soónkahni Preserve, a Section 4(f) resource within the project area. 
Information regarding Section 4(f) de minimis impacts was provided to the public via the project 
website, https://udotinput.utah.gov/frontrunnerproject#2. 

The Galena–Soónkahni Preserve is owned and managed by the Utah Division of Forestry, Fire and State 
Lands (FFSL), and a conservation easement is held by Utah Open Lands. The preserve comprises about 
250 acres adjacent to the Jordan River between 12300 South and 14600 South in Draper. A portion of 
the eastern edge of the preserve is adjacent to the existing FrontRunner rail corridor. The preserve 
meets the qualifications for a Section 4(f) resource as defined in 23 Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 774. 

Public Comment Period 
FTA, UTA, and UDOT conducted a 34-day public comment period from October 25 through 
November 27, 2023, to gather comments regarding the use of the Galena–Soónkahni Preserve as a 
result of the project and FTA’s intent to make a de minimis impact finding under Section 4(f). The public 
comment period for the Galena–Soónkahni Preserve Section 4(f) de minimis impact for this Categorical 
Exclusion was conducted from October 25 through November 27, 2023. During this time, the public 
could submit comments through the project website, project hotline, or project email or by mailed 
letter. All comments received during the comment period are included in this report and will be 
considered by the project team. A range of methods were used to ensure that the public was adequately 
notified about and invited to participate in the process. 
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Notifications 
The following methods were used to notify the public of the public comment period, the materials 
available for review, and how to comment. 

 Notifications were published on the FrontRunner project website: 
https://udotinput.utah.gov/frontrunnerproject#2 

 A legal notice was placed in the following publication: 
o The Salt Lake Tribune, Wednesday, October 25, 2023 

 A notification was placed in the following publication: 
o Draper Journal, November 2023 

 Notifications and reminders were posted on the Draper City social media sites: 
o Facebook on October 25, 2023 
o X (formerly Twitter) on October 25, 2023 

 Signs were placed along the Jordan River Trail within the Galena–Soónkahni Preserve and near 
one of the publicly accessible impacted areas. 

Copies of the notification materials listed above are included in Appendix A, Galena-Soónkahni Preserve 
Section 4(f) De Minimis Impact Public Comment Notifications. 

Galena–Soónkahni Preserve Section 4(f) De Minimis Impact Comments 
During the public comment period, FTA, UTA, and UDOT received two individual comment submissions 
from the public and none from an agency or Tribe. The two comments received were submitted through 
the project website. The comments were in general support of the project. As FTA, UTA, and UDOT 
received each comment, it was reviewed and assigned a number. All comments received between 
October 25 and November 27, 2023, are included in Appendix B, Galena-Soónkahni Preserve Section 4(f) 
De Minimis Impact Public Comments, in a table with an identifying comment number. Comments are 
organized chronologically, and a single comment might include several issues. 
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Introduction 
The Utah Transit Authority (UTA) in coordination with the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) is 
proposing to lengthen and shift the existing Draper Station area double track segment of its 
FrontRunner commuter rail system in the cities of Draper and Bluffdale in southern Salt Lake County, 
Utah, to create a true double track alignment through this area. See the Vicinity Map in Attachment A.1, 
Vicinity Map for the South of Draper Double Track Project. 

This report describes the expected noise and vibration impacts in the noise and vibration evaluation 
areas for the Project. The evaluation follows procedures and guidelines in the Federal Transit 
Administration’s (FTA) Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (FTA 2018). The purposes 
of the evaluation are to: 

 Conduct a screening-level assessment to identify and inventory noise- and vibration-sensitive 
receivers in the project evaluation areas and determine the need for a General Noise 
Assessment or a General Vibration Assessment. 

 Use the FTA modeling and assessment guidelines to estimate noise and vibration levels at noise- 
and vibration-sensitive receivers in the project evaluation areas and compare those results to 
project impact criteria established by FTA to determine the severity of impact. 

 Evaluate reasonable and feasible mitigation measures to eliminate or minimize noise and 
vibration impacts, if necessary. 

In addition, a corridor-wide noise and vibration analysis has been conducted to evaluate the potential 
impacts of the future anticipated service increase along the FrontRunner corridor. The corridor-wide 
noise and vibration analysis is documented in a separate report, FrontRunner Forward Corridor-level 
Noise and Vibration Technical Memorandum (May 2023), and summarized in a separate report, 
FrontRunner Forward Strategic Double Track Recommended Service Alternative Overview – A Planning 
and Environmental Linkage Study (PEL) (May 2023). 

Project Description and Need for the Project 
The Project is located between 0.75 and 1 mile west of Interstate 15 (I-15) in Bluffdale and Draper in the 
southern portion of Salt Lake County. The Project extends from UTA milepost S 20.5 north to UTA 
milepost S 17.2, a distance of about 3.3 miles to encompass 2.8 miles of new double track and track 
tie-in.  

The existing double track section at Draper Station is about 1.0 mile long, and its primary use is allowing 
trains traveling in opposite directions to pass each other. The Project would lengthen the existing double 
track section by approximately 2.8 miles, moving the southern terminus of the section from the Vista 
Station Boulevard bridge to 1300 West. North of Bangerter Highway, the anticipated track work consists 
of constructing a new FrontRunner mainline (ML) track east of the existing mainline track, shifting the 
existing FrontRunner mainline track where necessary, removing one existing turnout, constructing one 
new turnout, constructing a new bridge over Bangerter Highway and 14600 South, demolishing an 
existing retaining wall and constructing new retaining walls on the west side of the corridor on the north 
and south approaches to the Bangerter Highway bridge as well as in other sections to minimize property 
impacts and ROW acquisition, extending the Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal culvert under the Bangerter 
Highway bridge’s south approach, modifying an existing private access road at-grade crossing, relocating 
utilities, and widening the existing trackbed. South of Bangerter Highway, the existing UTA mainline 
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would remain in its current location, and a new track would be constructed west of the existing 
mainline. Preliminary track design modeling shows that the estimated depth of excavation from the top 
of the existing ground to the bottom of the proposed subballast or track ditch for proposed trackwork 
construction ranges from 2 to 5 feet. The estimated depth of excavation for walls, utilities, and the 
bridge over Bangerter Highway ranges from 3 to 10 feet. 

The Project would improve reliability and reduce delays of the FrontRunner service. The Project is one of 
nine double track projects being proposed as part of long-term improvements under the FrontRunner 
Forward Program; however, it has independent utility and can be constructed with or without the other 
projects. Further detail about investments associated with the FrontRunner Forward Program are 
included in a separate report, FrontRunner Forward Strategic Double Track Recommended Service 
Alternative Overview – A Planning and Environmental Linkage Study (PEL) (May 2023). 

Noise Assessment 

FTA Transit Noise Assessment Procedures 
Under the FTA guidance, noise impact analyses are a multistep process ranging from relatively 
uncomplicated, screening-level evaluations to detailed impact assessments based on the severity of the 
noise impact and potentially requiring consideration of mitigation measures. The level of impact analysis 
required for a particular project depends on several factors including, but not limited to, the land uses 
that would be affected by the transit project, the type of transit project being considered (for example, 
transit only or multimodal), and the proximity of the project area to other noise sources (for example, 
near highways with large volumes of traffic where traffic noise dominates the noise environment or 
existing rail lines). 

For the purpose of impact evaluation, the Project is considered a transit-only project in that project-
related noise would be caused by transit sources only (moving commuter trains, wheel-track noise, and 
idling locomotives, for example). The FrontRunner commuter rail operates in a quiet zone corridor; 
therefore, horns are not sounded at street crossings. Train horns are not included as a transit noise 
source in this analysis. 

Land Use Categories for Transit Noise Impact Criteria 
Noise is defined as unwanted sound. FTA uses two common environmental noise metrics. The 
equivalent-average sound level (Leq) represents a constant sound level that is an equivalent exposure 
level to the actual time-varying sound level over the period (typically 1 hour). The Leq metric applies to 
Category 1 and Category 3 land uses, as described below. The day-night average sound level (Ldn) 
represents the 24-hour Leq with a 10-dBA (A-weighted decibels) penalty applied to nighttime hours when 
noise is more likely to interfere with sleep (10 PM to 7 AM). The Ldn metric applies to Category 2 land 
uses. FTA’s noise assessment criteria are based on the land use category of the building or receptor, 
existing noise levels, and the change in noise exposure due to a project, such as double-tracking an 
existing alignment or increasing train speeds through an area. 
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FTA considers noise impacts for three categories of land use depending on the noise sensitivity of the 
land use. 

 Category 1 (High Sensitivity). Land where quiet is an essential element of its intended purpose. 
Example land uses include preserved land for serenity and quiet, outdoor amphitheaters and 
concert pavilions, and national historic landmarks with considerable outdoor use. Recording 
studios and concert halls are also included in this category. 

 Category 2 (Residential). This category is applicable to all residential land uses and buildings 
where people normally sleep, such as hotels and hospitals. 

 Category 3 (Institutional). This category is applicable to institutional land uses with primarily 
daytime and evening use. Example land uses include schools, libraries, theaters, and churches 
where it is important to avoid interference with such activities as speech, meditation, and 
concentration on reading material. Places for meditation or study associated with cemeteries, 
monuments, museums, campgrounds, and recreational facilities are also included in this 
category. 

FTA Noise Analysis Levels 
The FTA methodology categorizes noise impacts in terms of severity: no impact, moderate impact, or 
severe impact. A moderate noise impact is considered to cause measurable annoyance to the affected 
community. A severe noise impact is likely to cause a high level of community annoyance. 

The FTA guidance discusses two options for evaluating the potential for noise impacts. 

 Option A (Project Noise Impact Criteria Presentation) is used to evaluate impacts if the project 
noise source is a new source of noise in an area currently without transit. 

 Option B (Cumulative Noise Impact Criteria Presentation) is used to evaluate impacts if the 
project noise adds to or changes existing transit noise in the community. As stated in the FTA 
guidance, projects for which Option B could be considered include operations of a new type of 
vehicle, modifications of track alignments in existing transit corridors, or changes in facilities 
that dominate existing noise. 

Option B is appropriate for the Project because the Project would change the existing transit noise in the 
noise evaluation area by double-tracking the alignment (where only one track currently exists) and 
increasing train speed through the FrontRunner corridor to 79 miles per hour (mph) from 60 mph. For 
those types of projects, the expected increase above existing noise levels is used to evaluate the noise 
impact. Figure 1 and Figure 2 illustrate the FTA assessment curves used to determine noise impacts from 
modified existing transit noise sources for Category 1, 2, and 3 land uses. 
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Noise Screening-level Procedure for the South of Draper Double Track 
Project 

Project Type 
Using Table 4-8, Assumptions for Screening Distances for Noise Assessments, of the FTA guidance, the 
Project is a Commuter Rail Mainline. With the exception of one crossover at the southern terminus of 
the noise evaluation area near Cinch Way, there are no additional noise sources that require 
consideration as noise sources (for example, commuter rail stations, at-grade crossings with horns and 
bells, or other ancillary facilities). 

Noise Screening Distances and Noise Evaluation Area 
From Table 4-7, Screening Distance for Noise Assessments, of the FTA guidance, the default screening 
distances for Commuter Rail Mainlines are 750 feet (in areas with unobstructed views from the 
mainline) and 350 feet (in areas with intervening buildings). 

Default assumptions used in determining the screening distances in Table 4-8 include the following: 

 66 daytime trips and 12 nighttime trips 
 1 locomotive per train 
 6 rail cars per train 
 55-mph train speed 

If the default operational assumptions in Table 4-8 are not appropriate for the project, project-level 
screening distances are determined by calculating the distance from the alignment at which project-
related noise is projected to reach 50 dBA, using FTA’s General Noise Assessment equations or the FTA 
spreadsheet model. 

For the South of Draper Double Track Project, operational characteristics include the following: 

 46 daytime trips and 12 nighttime trips (FrontRunner operating schedule effective on 
April 17, 2022; UTA 2022) 

 4 rail cars and 1 locomotive per train (typical FrontRunner trainset configuration; 
Crowther 2022) 

 79-mph train speed (note that the maximum speed on Class 4 track per the FRA regulation at 
49 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Section 213.9 is 80 mph) 

Because the default operational assumptions are not appropriate for the Project, a project-level 
screening distance was calculated with the FTA spreadsheet model using the operational characteristics 
noted above. 

The project-related noise level (Ldn) is projected to reach 50 dBA at 622 feet from the FrontRunner 
alignment as shown in Figure 3. The project-level screening distance defines the evaluation area within 
which noise-sensitive land uses are identified. (For more information about the residential clusters 
shown in Figure 3, refer to the section Noise-sensitive Land Uses after the figure.) 
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Figure 3. Project-level noise screening distance, noise evaluation area, 
and residential clusters 
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Noise-sensitive Land Uses 
Based on aerial images of the project extent, preliminary project design schematics, and site visits, the 
project team identified five Category 2 residential land use areas in the noise evaluation area. 

Because most residences are near each other and parallel to the FrontRunner and Union Pacific Railroad 
(UP) alignments, the residential areas were grouped together as described below and as shown in the 
figures in Appendix A, Residential Clusters. 

 Cluster No. 1: Draper Station to Vista Station Boulevard (Figure A-2): Single-family residences on 
Green Clover Road (about 153 feet to 277 feet east of the FrontRunner centerline) 

 Cluster No. 2: Vista Station Boulevard to the Bangerter Highway Interchange (Figure A-3): 
Veranda Apartments (under construction south of Vista Station Boulevard (about 269 feet to 
668 feet east of the FrontRunner centerline) 

 Cluster No. 3: Bangerter Highway to Phillip Gates Memorial Park (Figure A-4): Residences on 
Royal Coachman Drive (about 128 feet to 213 feet west of the FrontRunner centerline) 

 Cluster No. 4: State Route 140 to Coyote Gulch Way (Figure A-5): Residences on Chimney Park 
Drive east of the FrontRunner alignment (about 215 feet to 226 feet east of the centerline) 

 Cluster No. 5: Harmon Day Drive to W. Cinch Way (Figure A-6): Residences on Wild Horse Way 
east of the FrontRunner alignment (about 128 feet to 132 feet east of the centerline) 

Because Category 2 noise-sensitive receivers were identified in the noise evaluation area (that is, within 
the 622-foot project-level screening distance), a General Noise Assessment was conducted for the 
Project. 

General Noise Assessment for Noise Impacts 
The noise assessment for the Project was conducted using the FTA General Noise Assessment 
spreadsheet model, as well as procedures and assumptions discussed in the FTA guidance for Option B 
(Cumulative Noise Impact Criteria Presentation). Inputs to the spreadsheet model are discussed below. 

Human Perception of Noise 
Noise is defined as unwanted sound. Several factors affect the level and quality of sound (or noise) as 
perceived by the human ear: loudness, pitch (or frequency), and time variation. 

The loudness, or magnitude, of noise determines its intensity and is measured in decibels (dB) that can 
range from below 40 dB (the rustling of leaves) to over 100 dB (a rock concert). Pitch describes the 
character and frequency content of noise, such as the very low “rumbling” noise of stereo subwoofers 
or the very high-pitched noise of a piercing whistle. Finally, the time variation of noise sources can be 
characterized as continuous, such as with a building ventilation fan; intermittent, such as for trains 
passing by; or impulsive, such as pile-driving activities during construction. 

Various sound levels are used to quantify noise from transit sources, including a sound’s loudness, 
duration, and tonal character. For example, the A-weighted decibel (dBA) is commonly used to describe 
the overall noise level because it more closely matches the human ear’s response to audible 
frequencies. Because the A-weighted decibel scale is logarithmic, a 10-dBA increase in a noise level is 
generally perceived as a doubling of loudness, while a 3-dBA increase in a noise level is barely 
perceptible to the human ear. Typical A-weighted sound levels from transit and other common sources 
are shown in Figure 4. 
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Figure 4. A-weighted sound levels 

 
Source: FTA 2018 

Several A-weighted noise descriptors are used to determine the effects of transit-related noise sources. 
Two of these are the Leq, which represents a level of constant noise with the same acoustical energy as 
the fluctuating noise levels observed during a given interval (such as 1 hour, written as Leq(h)), and the 
Ldn, or the 24-hour day-night noise level, which includes a 10-dBA penalty for all nighttime activity 
between 10 PM and 7 AM (that is, 10 dBA is added to each Leq(h) during each nighttime hour). 

Methods Used to Determine Existing Noise Levels 
The FTA guidance discusses the basic concepts, methods, and procedures for evaluating the extent and 
severity of noise impacts from transit projects. Transit noise impacts are based on land use categories in 
the noise evaluation area that could be affected by noise from the Project and the sensitivity to noise 
from transit sources. 
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As shown above in Table 1, there is one high-speed crossover (#24, 60 mph) that will be added as part of 
the project, which is located at the southern terminus of the noise evaluation area where the double 
track segment ends (Appendix A, Figure A-6). 

A church is located about 175 feet east of the crossover at the west end of Cinch Way. Under the FTA 
guidelines, the church would be considered a Category 3 (institutional) land use. The church has 
primarily daytime and evening uses, and it is important to avoid interference with speech or meditation 
during church services or other activities such as weddings, funerals, or other activities throughout the 
week. There are no Category 2 (residential) land uses near this crossover. 

For Category 3 (institutional) land uses, the equivalent sound level (Leq) metric is appropriate for non-
residential land uses. The equivalent-average sound level (Leq) represents a constant sound level that is 
an equivalent exposure level to the actual time-varying sound level over the period (typically 1 hour). 

For crossovers and turnouts at the end of double track segments (specifically, the #24 crossover), 
generally 50% of the train traffic would go straight through the crossover at the design speed of 79 mph 
and 50% of the train traffic would diverge at a slower speed of 60 mph before accelerating after the 
crossover. As a result, the crossover would be a noise source only when trains are going through the 
crossover. 

Noise Model Results for the South of Draper Double Track Project 
Noise Model Results for Passby Events 
The parameters discussed above were used as inputs to the spreadsheet model to estimate project-
related noise levels near the Category 2 residential clusters in the noise evaluation area. 

The project team determined the potential for noise impacts by using the FTA spreadsheet model to 
estimate the existing noise level at the nearest noise-sensitive receiver in each residential cluster 
resulting from train traffic on the existing alignment (UTA mainline [ML] No. 1) with trains traveling at 
60 mph. An exception is Cluster No. 1 (Draper Station to Vista Station Boulevard), which is already 
double-tracked. For Cluster No. 1, 50% of the existing train traffic was assigned to each track at 60 mph. 

The project team determined the potential for project-related noise impacts by using the FTA 
spreadsheet model and assigning 50% of the train traffic to the existing track (UTA ML No. 1) and 50% of 
the train traffic to the new track (UTA ML No. 2), which would be constructed 15 feet east of 
UTA ML No. 1 north of Bangerter Highway or west of UTA ML No. 1 in locations south of Bangerter 
Highway (UTA ML No. 1 would not be relocated as part of the project in these areas). The operating 
speed was increased to 79 mph under this scenario. 

The increase in noise resulting from double-tracking the alignment and increasing the train speed to 
79 mph over the existing noise level at 60 mph is the potential for noise impacts due to the Project.   

Table 2 shows the noise model results for passby events. As shown in Table 2, project-related passby 
events are anticipated to increase noise levels by 0 to 1 dBA over existing noise levels at the nearest 
Category 2 residential clusters.  

The project-related passby events are anticipated to increase noise levels by 0 to 1 dBA over existing 
noise levels, which is not distinguishable to the human ear and is below the threshold for a moderate 
impact. For this reason, there would be no project-related passby noise impacts from the Project. 
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Vibration Assessment 

FTA Transit Vibration Assessment Procedures 
FTA’s transit vibration assessment procedures follow a similar multistep process as for noise-assessment 
procedures—ranging from uncomplicated, screening-level evaluations to detailed impact assessments 
based on the severity of the vibration impact. As with the noise-assessment procedures, the degree of 
vibration impact assessment depends on the type of project being considered and the presence or 
absence of vibration-sensitive land uses within screening distances that have been developed for each 
land use category. 

As with transit noise, if no vibration-sensitive land uses are present within the defined screening 
distances, no further vibration assessment is required. 

Land Use Categories for Transit Vibration Impact Criteria 
FTA considers vibration impacts for three categories (not including Special Buildings) of land use 
depending on the vibration sensitivity of the land use. 

Special Buildings. This category includes special-use facilities that are very sensitive to vibration and 
noise that are not included in the categories below and require special consideration. However, if the 
building will rarely be occupied when the source of the vibration (for example, the train) is operating, 
there is no need to evaluate for impacts. Examples of these facilities include concert halls, television and 
recording studios, and theatres. 

Category 1 (High Sensitivity). This category includes buildings where vibration levels, including those 
below the threshold of human annoyance, would interfere with operations within the building. 
Examples include buildings where vibration-sensitive research and manufacturing is conducted, 
hospitals with vibration-sensitive equipment, and universities conducting physical research operations. 
The building’s degree of sensitivity to vibration depends on the specific equipment that will be affected 
by the vibration. Equipment moderately sensitive to vibration, such as high-resolution lithographic 
equipment, optical microscopes, and electron microscopes with vibration isolation systems are included 
in this category. For equipment that is more sensitive, a Detailed Vibration Analysis must be conducted. 

Category 2 (Residential). This category includes all residential land use and buildings where people 
normally sleep, such as hotels and hospitals. Transit-generated ground-borne vibration and noise from 
subways or surface running trains are considered to have a similar effect on receivers. 

Category 3 (Institutional). This category includes institutions and offices that have vibration-sensitive 
equipment and have the potential for activity interference such as schools, churches, and doctors’ 
offices. Commercial or industrial locations including office buildings are not included in this category 
unless there is vibration-sensitive activity or equipment within the building. As with noise, the use of the 
building determines the vibration sensitivity. 
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Human Perception of Vibration 
Ground-borne vibration associated with commuter rail systems is usually the result of uneven 
interactions between wheels and the rail surfaces. Examples of such interactions that cause ground-
borne vibration include train wheels over a jointed rail, or untrue rail car wheels with “flats.” 

Unlike noise, which travels in air, transit vibration typically travels along the surface of the ground. 
Depending on the geological properties of the surrounding terrain and the type of building structure 
exposed to transit vibration, vibration propagation can be more or less efficient. Buildings with a solid 
foundation set in bedrock are “coupled” more efficiently to the surrounding ground and experience 
higher vibration levels than buildings in sandier soil. Alternatively, heavier buildings (such as masonry 
structures) are less susceptible to ground-borne vibration than wood-frame buildings because they 
absorb more of the vibration. 

To describe the human response to vibration, the average vibration amplitude (called the root mean 
square, or RMS, amplitude) is used to assess vibration impacts. The RMS velocity level is expressed in 
inches per second or vibration decibels (VdB). All VdB vibration levels are referenced to 1 micro-inch per 
second. Typical ground-borne vibration levels from transit and other common sources are shown in 
Figure 5. 

Figure 5. Typical ground-borne vibration levels 

 
Source: FTA 2018 
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Vibration Screening-level Assessment for the South of Draper 
Double Track Project 

Project Type 
Under the FTA vibration assessment guidelines, the Project is considered a Conventional Commuter 
Railroad (Project Type Number 1 as shown in Table 6-7, Project Types for Vibration Screening Procedure, 
of the FTA guidance). Both locomotives and passenger vehicles create vibration; the highest vibration 
levels are typically created by the locomotives. 

Vibration Screening Distances and Vibration Evaluation Area 
Under FTA’s vibration assessment guidelines, transit projects with steel-wheeled and/or steel-rail 
vehicles have the potential to cause vibration-induced impacts. The highest vibration levels associated 
with commuter rail systems are typically created by the locomotives and then, to a lesser extent, by the 
passenger coaches. 

According to Table 6-8, Screening Distances for Vibration Assessments, of the FTA guidance, vibration 
screening distances for commuter rail systems for Category 1, 2, and 3 vibration-sensitive land uses are 
600 feet, 200 feet, and 120 feet, respectively. The screening distances define the vibration evaluation 
area within which vibration-sensitive land uses are identified. 

Figure 6 and Figure 7 show the 600-foot, 200-foot, and 120-foot vibration screening distances from the 
project extent. 

Vibration-sensitive Land Uses 
For Category 2 land uses (residential), the vibration screening distance for conventional commuter rail 
lines is 200 feet from the right-of-way or property line (Table 6-8, Screening Distances for Vibration 
Assessments, of the FTA guidance). The residential clusters in the vibration evaluation area range from 
about 120 feet to more than 270 feet from the FrontRunner property line. A number of residential 
clusters would be within the vibration screening distance for residential land uses. The closest Category 
3 land use (a church) is approximately 175 feet from the crossover.  

The project team conducted a General Vibration Assessment using the FTA guidance to evaluate 
vibration impacts at Category 2 and Category 3 land uses in greater detail. The evaluation included 
identifying vibration-sensitive land uses, selecting a base curve for ground surface vibration levels, and 
considering the propagation characteristics available at the time of this evaluation. 
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Figure 6. Vibration screening distances and vibration evaluation area (1 of 2) 
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Figure 7. Vibration screening distances and vibration evaluation area (2 of 2) 
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General Vibration Assessment for Vibration Impacts 

Base Vibration Curve 
Figure 8 illustrates the generalized ground surface vibration curves defined by FTA. The FTA generalized 
vibration curve for locomotive-powered passenger or freight trains was used as the base curve for the 
ground-borne vibration assessment and is considered appropriate for this evaluation. 

Figure 8. Vibration curves 

 
Source: FTA 2018 

Vibration Impacts 
The project team estimated source adjustments for distance (using the nearest distance to Category 2 
land uses, which is 121 feet), speed, and track treatments as discussed in the FTA guidance. 

The adjusted velocity level (VdB) was 67.3 VdB for train passby events. The ground-borne vibration 
impact criterion for Category 2 land uses (occasional events) as shown above in Table 4 is 75 VdB. The 
adjusted VdB for train passby events at the nearest Category 2 land uses in the vibration evaluation area 
is less than the FTA vibration impact criterion. 

The adjusted velocity level (VdB) was 58.2 VdB for crossover events at a crossover speed of 60 mph. The 
ground-borne vibration impact criterion for Category 3 land uses (infrequent events) as shown above in 
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Appendix A. Residential Clusters 

Figure A-1. Residential clusters No. 1 through No. 5 
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Figure A-2. Cluster No. 1: Draper Station to Vista Station Boulevard 
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Figure A-3. Cluster No. 2: Vista Station Boulevard to the 
Bangerter Highway Interchange 
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Figure A-4. Cluster No. 3: Bangerter Highway to Phillip Gates Memorial Park 
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Figure A-5. Cluster No. 4: State Route 140 to Coyote Gulch Way 
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Figure A-6. Cluster No. 5: Harmon Day Drive to W. Cinch Way 
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Appendix B. FTA Noise Model Plots 

Figure B-1. Noise Model Plot for Residential Cluster No. 1, Existing Noise Conditions 
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Figure B-2. Noise Model Plot for Residential Cluster No. 1, Proposed Noise Conditions 
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Figure B-3. Noise Model Plot for Residential Cluster No. 2, Existing Noise Conditions 
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Figure B-4. Noise Model Plot for Residential Cluster No. 2, Proposed Noise Conditions 
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Figure B-5. Noise Model Plot for Residential Cluster No. 3, Existing Noise Conditions 
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Figure B-6. Noise Model Plot for Residential Cluster No. 3, Proposed Noise Conditions 
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Figure B-7. Noise Model Plot for Residential Cluster No. 4, Existing Noise Conditions 
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Figure B-8. Noise Model Plot for Residential Cluster No. 4, Proposed Noise Conditions 
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Figure B-9. Noise Model Plot for Residential Cluster No. 5, Existing Noise Conditions 
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Figure B-10. Noise Model Plot for Residential Cluster No. 5, Proposed Noise Conditions 
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Figure B-11. Noise Model Plot for Crossover Events 

 



ATTACHMENT B.8  
Air Quality  





South of Draper Double Track Project Air Quality Review 

December 2023 i 

Table of Contents 
Introduction .................................................................................................................................................. 1 

Project Description and Need for the Project ............................................................................................... 1 

Regulatory Setting and Compliance .............................................................................................................. 3 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) ........................................................................... 3 
Transportation Conformity Requirements ...................................................................................... 5 

Air Quality Assessment ................................................................................................................................. 8 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards .......................................................................................... 8 

Summary ....................................................................................................................................................... 9 

References .................................................................................................................................................... 9 

 

List of Tables 
Table 1. National and Utah Ambient Air Quality Standards for criteria pollutants and attainment 

status for Salt Lake County .............................................................................................................. 4 
 

List of Figures 
Figure 1. Project extent ................................................................................................................................. 2 
 
 



South of Draper Double Track Project Air Quality Review 

December 2023 1 

Introduction 
The Utah Transit Authority (UTA) in coordination with the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) is 
proposing to lengthen and shift the existing Draper Station area double track segment of its 
FrontRunner commuter rail system in the cities of Draper and Bluffdale in southern Salt Lake County, 
Utah, to create a true double track alignment through this area. See the Vicinity Map in Attachment A.1, 
Vicinity Map for the South of Draper Double Track Project. 

Project Description and Need for the Project 
The Project is located between 0.75 and 1 mile west of Interstate 15 (I-15) in Bluffdale and Draper in the 
southern portion of Salt Lake County. The Project extends from UTA milepost S 20.5 north to UTA 
milepost S 17.2, a distance of about 3.3 miles to encompass 2.8 miles of new double track and track 
tie-in.  

The existing double track section at Draper Station is about 1.0 mile long, and its primary use is allowing 
trains traveling in opposite directions to pass each other. The Project would lengthen the existing double 
track section by approximately 2.8 miles, moving the southern terminus of the section from the Vista 
Station Boulevard bridge to 1300 West. North of Bangerter Highway, the anticipated track work consists 
of constructing a new FrontRunner mainline (ML) track east of the existing mainline track, shifting the 
existing FrontRunner mainline track where necessary, removing one existing turnout, constructing one 
new turnout, constructing a new bridge over Bangerter Highway and 14600 South, demolishing an 
existing retaining wall and constructing new retaining walls on the west side of the corridor on the north 
and south approaches to the Bangerter Highway bridge as well as in other sections to minimize property 
impacts and ROW acquisition, extending the Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal culvert under the Bangerter 
Highway bridge’s south approach, modifying an existing private access road at-grade crossing, relocating 
utilities, and widening the existing trackbed. South of Bangerter Highway, the existing UTA mainline 
would remain in its current location, and a new track would be constructed west of the existing 
mainline. Preliminary track design modeling shows that the estimated depth of excavation from the top 
of the existing ground to the bottom of the proposed subballast or track ditch for proposed trackwork 
construction ranges from 2 to 5 feet. The estimated depth of excavation for walls, utilities, and the 
bridge over Bangerter Highway ranges from 3 to 10 feet. 

The Project would improve reliability and reduce delays of the FrontRunner service. The Project is one of 
nine double track projects being proposed as part of long-term improvements under the FrontRunner 
Forward Program; however, it has independent utility and can be constructed with or without the other 
projects. Further detail about investments associated with the FrontRunner Forward Program are 
included in a separate report, FrontRunner Forward Strategic Double Track Recommended Service 
Alternative Overview – A Planning and Environmental Linkage Study (PEL) (May 2023). 
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Figure 1. Project extent 
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Regulatory Setting and Compliance 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), under the authority of the Clean Air Act (42 United 
States Code [USC] Section 7401 and subsequent sections), established National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) for ubiquitous pollutants considered harmful to public health and the environment 
(40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 50). These standards include both primary and secondary 
standards. Primary standards protect public health, while secondary standards protect public welfare 
(such as protecting property and vegetation from the effects of air pollution). These standards have 
been adopted by the Utah Division of Air Quality as the official ambient air quality standards for Utah. 

EPA has set NAAQS for six principal pollutants known as criteria pollutants. The current NAAQS are listed 
in Table 1. According to EPA, transportation sources currently contribute to four of the six criteria 
pollutants: carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), ozone (O3), and nitrogen dioxide 
(NO2). 

If an area meets the NAAQS for a given air pollutant, the area is called an attainment area for that 
pollutant (because the NAAQS have been attained). If an area does not meet the NAAQS for a given air 
pollutant, the area is called a nonattainment area. A maintenance area is an area previously designated 
as a nonattainment area that has been redesignated as an attainment area and is required by 
Section 175A of the Clean Air Act, as amended, to have a maintenance plan for the 20 years following its 
redesignation to attainment or maintenance status. 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) Compliance 
The Project is located in Salt Lake County. Salt Lake County is an attainment area for CO, NO2, and Pb; 
a nonattainment area for PM2.5, O3, and SO2; and a maintenance area for PM10, having transitioned from 
a nonattainment area effective March 27, 2020. Table 1 shows the attainment status for Salt Lake 
County for each criteria pollutant. 

Sulfur dioxide (SO2) and lead (Pb) are not considered transportation-related criteria pollutants and are 
not discussed further. 
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A PM hot-spot analysis is required only for specific types of projects, which are listed in the transpor-
tation conformity regulations at 40 CFR Section 93.123(b)(1). Projects that require quantitative hot-spot 
analyses for PM2.5 and PM10 are: 

i. New highway projects that have a significant number of diesel vehicles, and 
expanded highway projects that have a significant increase in the number of diesel 
vehicles 

Response: The Project is not a new or expanded highway project that would 
significantly increase the number of diesel vehicles 

ii. Projects affecting intersections that are at level of service (LOS) D, E, or F with a 
significant number of diesel vehicles, or those that will change to LOS D, E, or F 
because of increased traffic volumes from a significant number of diesel vehicles 
related to the project 

Response: The Project would not affect intersections that are at LOS D, E, or F with a 
significant number of diesel vehicles or that would change to LOS D, E, or F because 
of increased traffic from diesel vehicles related to the Project 

iii. New bus and rail terminals and transfer points that have a significant number of 
diesel vehicles congregating at a single location 

Response: The Project is not a new bus or rail terminal that would have a significant 
number of diesel vehicles congregating at a single location. 

iv. Expanded bus and rail terminals and transfer points that significantly increase the 
number of diesel vehicles congregating at a single location 

Response: The Project is not an expanded bus or rail terminal that would 
significantly increase the number of diesel vehicles congregating at a single location. 

v. Projects in or affecting locations, areas, or categories of sites that are identified in 
the PM10 or PM2.5 applicable implementation plan or implementation plan 
submission, as appropriate, as sites of violation or possible violation 

Response: The Project would not affect locations, areas, or categories of sites 
identified as sites of possible PM2.5 or PM10 violation. 

Because the Project does not meet any of the criteria to be considered a project of air quality concern, 
hot-spot analyses are not required for particulate matter. 
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According to the transportation conformity regulations at 40 CFR Section 93.123(a)(1), projects that 
require quantitative analysis for CO are: 

i. Projects in or affecting locations, areas, or categories of sites which are identified in 
the applicable implementation plan as sites of violation or possible violation 

Response: The Project would not affect locations, areas, or categories of sites 
identified as sites of possible CO violations. 

ii. Projects affecting intersections that are at LOS D, E, or F, or those that will change to 
LOS D, E, or F because of increased traffic volumes related to the project 

Response: The Project would not affect intersections that are at LOS D, E, or F or 
would change to LOS D, E, or F due to increased traffic volumes related to the 
Project. 

iii. Any project affecting one or more of the top three intersections in the 
nonattainment or maintenance area with highest traffic volumes, as identified in the 
applicable implementation plan 

Response: The Project would not affect one or more of the top three intersections 
with the highest traffic volumes. 

iv. Any project affecting one or more of the top three intersections in the 
nonattainment or maintenance area with the worst level of service, as identified in 
the applicable implementation plan 

Response: The Project would not affect one or more of the top three intersections with the 
worst level of service. 

Because the Project does not meet any of the criteria to be considered a project of air quality concern, 
hot-spot analyses are not required for CO. 
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Transportation Conformity Compliance 
Because the Project is located in a nonattainment area and is not exempt from a conformity analysis 
under 40 CFR Section 93.126, a General Conformity applicability assessment is needed, and the Project 
must be listed on a conforming Metropolitan Transportation Plan and Transportation Improvement 
Plan. The Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC) considers air quality as part of its RTP. The 2023–2050 
WFRC RTP and Air Quality Conformity Memorandum #41 were adopted in May 2023 and include the full 
length of the proposed double track projects. In addition, a corridor-wide air quality analysis has been 
conducted to evaluate the potential impacts of the future anticipated service increase along the 
FrontRunner corridor. The corridor-wide air quality analysis is documented in a separate report, 
FrontRunner Forward Corridor-level Air Quality Technical Memorandum (June 2023), and summarized in 
the PEL (May 2023).  

Conformity for O3 will be met in the updated RTP based on an interim emissions test with projected 
emissions compared to those of a 2017 base year, all in the context of the 2015 8-hour O3 standard. EPA 
approved the maintenance plan for the Salt Lake County 1-hour O3 nonattainment area on July 17, 1997 
(62 Federal Register [FR] 38213). However, the 1-hour standard was replaced by an 8-hour standard on 
July 18, 1997 (62 FR 38856). EPA approved the maintenance plan for the Salt Lake County 8-hour O3 

standard on September 26, 2013 (78 FR 59242) and the SIP for PM10 on July 8, 1994 (59 FR 35036). 
The CO maintenance plan for Salt Lake City was approved by the EPA on August 1, 2005 (40 FR 44055). 
Salt Lake and Davis Counties do not yet have an approved SIP for PM2.5. 

Because the Project does not meet any of the criteria to be considered a project of air quality concern, 
hot-spot analyses are not required for particulate matter. 

Air Quality Assessment 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
Except for some sporadic double-track sections and sidings to facilitate passing, none of the 
FrontRunner commuter rail system has been double-tracked to allow two trains traveling in opposite 
directions to pass, creating pinch points and system inefficiencies with idling trains waiting for one 
another to pass. The Project would allow opposing train traffic to pass, thereby decreasing the number 
of idling trains, increasing service reliability, and allowing more efficient operation of the rail line. Air 
quality would be improved with the Project because train flow would be improved and trains would 
spend less time idling compared to existing conditions. 

In 1998, EPA promulgated final exhaust emission standards for newly manufactured and remanufac-
tured locomotives and locomotive engines (FR Volume 63, Number 73, page 18978, April 16, 1998). In 
June 2008, EPA finalized a three-part program that when fully implemented will substantially reduce 
emissions from diesel locomotives of all types. The standards are based on the application of high-
efficiency catalytic aftertreatment technology (EPA 2022). By requiring overall reductions in locomotive 
emissions, idling locomotive exhaust is also cleaner and will continue to improve in the future. 
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Summary 
The Project is not a project of air quality concern, and the project team does not expect the Project to 
adversely affect local compliance with the NAAQS. In addition, atmospheric CO2 emissions are projected 
to increase in 2050 due to the greater number of vehicles and increased VMT. This increase would occur 
with or without the Project. The amounts of all other pollutants are projected to decrease in future 
years due to more stringent emissions standards for diesel locomotives and improved emissions control 
technology. 

No mitigation for air quality impacts is proposed. Best management practices should be used in all 
construction phases to minimize fugitive dust. 
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Introduction 
The Utah Transit Authority (UTA) in coordination with the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) is 
proposing to lengthen and shift the existing Draper Station area double track segment of its 
FrontRunner commuter rail system in the cities of Draper and Bluffdale in southern Salt Lake County, 
Utah, to create a true double track alignment through this area. See the Vicinity Map in Attachment A.1, 
Vicinity Map for the South of Draper Double Track Project. 

The project team has prepared this preliminary screening for potentially hazardous waste sites near the 
project extent. This evaluation is not a standard Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) pursuant 
to ASTM E1527-21. This screening was limited to a review of the Utah Geospatial Resource Center’s 
(UGRC) Land-Related Contaminant and Cleanup database,1 the Utah Department of Environmental 
Quality’s (UDEQ) online database,2 and an Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR), report.3 These 
resources contain information regarding the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and state 
designated hazardous materials storage sites and contamination cleanup program. Table 1 on page 4 
lists the site types that are contained in the databases. 

The purpose of the screening is to identify areas of primary concern. These areas of concern are, in 
general, sites where the Project would require that parcels containing potentially hazardous sites be 
acquired, either in full or partially, for the Project and/or where known hazardous sites are close to 
planned construction activities where contamination could potentially migrate into the project 
construction area. 

Before acquiring any property, and depending on specific construction needs, UTA could assess areas of 
concern to determine whether contamination is present and to establish the exact nature and limits of 
the potential hazard. Pursuant to UTA’s Commuter Rail Design Criteria, Section 2.2.6, Hazardous Waste 
Sites, UTA could perform a Phase I ESA or determine that more-involved environmental inquiry (soil 
and/or groundwater sampling) is necessary to identify and evaluate project-specific construction 
impacts. 

Project Description and Need for the Project 
The Project is located between 0.75 and 1 mile west of Interstate 15 (I-15) in Bluffdale and Draper in the 
southern portion of Salt Lake County. The Project extends from UTA milepost S 20.5 north to UTA 
milepost S 17.2, a distance of about 3.3 miles to encompass 2.8 miles of new double track and track 
tie-in.  

The existing double track section at Draper Station is about 1.0 mile long, and its primary use is allowing 
trains traveling in opposite directions to pass each other. The Project would lengthen the existing double 
track section by approximately 2.8 miles, moving the southern terminus of the section from the Vista 
Station Boulevard bridge to 1300 West. North of Bangerter Highway, the anticipated track work consists 
of constructing a new FrontRunner mainline (ML) track east of the existing mainline track, shifting the 
existing FrontRunner mainline track where necessary, removing one existing turnout, constructing one 
new turnout, constructing a new bridge over Bangerter Highway and 14600 South, demolishing an 
existing retaining wall and constructing new retaining walls on the west side of the corridor on the north 

 
1 UGRC, DEQ Land-Related Contaminant and Cleanup Data, accessed September 2022. 
2 UDEQ, Utah Environmental Interactive Map, accessed September 2022. 
3 EDR, Corridor Report: South of Draper, June 17, 2022. 
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and south approaches to the Bangerter Highway bridge as well as in other sections to minimize property 
impacts and ROW acquisition, extending the Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal culvert under the Bangerter 
Highway bridge’s south approach, modifying an existing private access road at-grade crossing, relocating 
utilities, and widening the existing trackbed. South of Bangerter Highway, the existing UTA mainline 
would remain in its current location, and a new track would be constructed west of the existing 
mainline. Preliminary track design modeling shows that the estimated depth of excavation from the top 
of the existing ground to the bottom of the proposed subballast or track ditch for proposed trackwork 
construction ranges from 2 to 5 feet. The estimated depth of excavation for walls, utilities, and the 
bridge over Bangerter Highway ranges from 3 to 10 feet. 

The Project would improve reliability and reduce delays of the FrontRunner service. The Project is one of 
nine double track projects being proposed as part of long-term improvements under the FrontRunner 
Forward Program; however, it has independent utility and can be constructed with or without the other 
projects. Further detail about investments associated with the FrontRunner Forward Program are 
included in a separate report, FrontRunner Forward Strategic Double Track Recommended Service 
Alternative Overview – A Planning and Environmental Linkage Study (PEL) (May 2023). 

Regulatory Setting 
Hazardous materials include any solid, liquid, or gaseous materials that, if improperly managed or 
disposed of, could pose substantial hazards to human health and the environment. A material is 
considered hazardous if it exhibits one or more of the following characteristics: ignitability, corrosivity, 
reactivity, and toxicity, or if is specifically listed as a hazardous substance in the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA). Hazardous materials are regulated 
by Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), by the CERCLA, and by Utah Administrative Code 
Title 19, Environmental Quality Code. 

The following concerns are raised when a transportation project could affect sites with known or 
suspected hazardous materials: 

 The spread of existing soil or groundwater contamination through construction activities 
 The potential for increased construction costs 
 The potential for construction delays 
 The health and safety of construction workers and people who live near the sites with 

hazardous materials 
 The short-term and long-term liability associated with acquiring environmentally 

distressed properties 
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Affected Environment and Hazardous Materials 
Evaluation Area 
The evaluation area for identifying hazardous materials is a 0.5-mile radius around the project extent. 
The project team screened potentially hazardous sites in the hazardous materials evaluation area by 
reviewing records on sites obtained from UGRC (which included UDEQ and EPA databases) and a report 
provided by EDR (June 17, 2022). 

Site Screening 
All sites in the hazardous materials evaluation area were reviewed for their potential to be affected by 
the Project based on site types and a location or distance to the project extent. For example, 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System (CERCLIS) and 
leaking underground storage tanks (LUST) sites are sites where the nature and primary extent of 
contamination are characterized (or are being investigated), and a more-detailed review is warranted 
during final design to more thoroughly understand and describe construction risks. Both of these site 
types in the evaluation area were considered “sites of concern.” 

A site’s location relative to the inferred direction of groundwater flow (east to west toward the Jordan 
River) was then used to define the risk to construction. For example, it is more likely that contamination 
from CERCLIS or LUST sites east of the project extent could migrate into the project extent. Therefore, 
sites east of the project extent represent a higher risk to construction than sites west of the project 
extent. Contamination from sites west of the project extent could also migrate into the project extent, 
but the general direction of groundwater flow would tend to carry contamination away. For sites to the 
west, sites closer to the project extent are characterized as high risk, whereas sites with known 
contamination but located about 0.25 mile west are characterized as medium or low risk. 

Conversely, environmental incident sites are typically locations of a truck spill that was reported in a 
timely manner and likely cleaned up soon after the incident. These sites represent a low risk to 
construction, and a narrower screening distance (adjacent to and within about 0.1 mile of the project 
extent) was used to identify sites of concern. These site types typically represent a low risk to 
construction. 

The general screening radius distances for different site types are shown in Table 1. 

This screening process identified sites of potential concern, which are presented in the following 
sections. See Table 2 on page 7 for a list of hazardous sites in the hazardous materials evaluation area 
and Figure 1 on page 9 for each site’s location relative to the project extent. 
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Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
Information System (CERCLIS) Sites 
No CERCLIS sites are located in the hazardous materials evaluation area. 

One CERCLIS site is located just outside the hazardous materials evaluation area (about 0.55 miles from 
the project extent). Bluffdale Salvage (Site ID UTD988078614) is located at 709 West 14600 South. The 
site covers about 54 acres and is split by the East Jordan Canal. The southern portion is about 34 acres 
and has been used for agricultural purposes; the salvage yard is located on the northern 20 acres of the 
property. According to records on UDEQ’s interactive map, about 600,000 pounds of scrap and junk had 
been hauled to the site. This included 1,000 pounds of dynamite and 6,000 pounds of aluminum-
enhanced ammonium nitrate, which were removed from the site in 1991 and 1992. Soil and canal water 
were sampled in 1998. UDEQ concluded that there was little evidence of contamination, and the site 
does not pose a threat to human health or the environment. This site represents a low risk to 
construction.  

National Priorities List (NPL) Sites 
No NPL sites are located in the hazardous materials evaluation area. 

Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUST) Sites 
The project team’s review of the databases found one LUST incident in the hazardous materials 
evaluation area. Dwight W. Peterson and Sons Excavating (Site ID 4001834), located at 925 West 
14600 South, had two 5,000-gallon fuel tanks removed in 1994. No contamination was noted during 
tank removal, and the site received a No Further Action (NFA) determination from UDEQ in 1998. This 
site represents a low risk to construction.  

Underground Storage Tanks (UST) Sites 
The project team’s review of the databases found two UST sites in the hazardous materials evaluation 
area. The Jordan Basin Reclamation Facility (UST ID 4002635) located at 13826 S. Jordan Basin Lane has 
four aboveground storage tanks, which were registered in June 2022. UDEQ’s records do not note any 
spills or leaks from these tanks. This site, which is about 0.445 miles west of the project extent and west 
of the Jordan River, represents a low risk to construction. 

UST site 4002237, located at 15205 South 1800 West, is a bank-owned site that had one tank removed 
in 2000. No contamination is noted in UDEQ’s records. This site is about 0.5 miles west of the project 
extent. This site represents a low risk to construction. 

Solid Waste Facilities 
One solid waste facility, Biozyme LCC Compost (Site ID SW345), is reported in the hazardous materials 
evaluation area. Biozyme submitted a permit application in 2016 to compost green waste and biosolids 
on a 700-acre property. The project team reviewed aerial images since 2016 and did not see any 
compost operations such as windrows or piles. No annual operating reports have been submitted to the 
Utah Division of Solid and Hazardous Waste. It appears that the facility never operated. This site does 
not pose a risk to construction. 
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Environmental Incidents 
The project team’s initial review of the databases found eight reported environmental incidents in the 
hazardous materials evaluation area. The project team then conducted more-focused research of each 
environmental incident to identify the incidents that pose more risk to construction. These incidents are 
those that are located within about 0.25 miles (about 1,300 feet) from the project extent. This refined 
research identified one environmental incident (ID 15772) located about 0.12 miles east of the project 
extent. At this location, a crane released hydraulic fluid. Crews were able to contain the spill and clean 
out nearby storm drains. This site poses a low risk to construction. 

Brownfields Sites 
No Brownfields sites are located in the hazardous materials evaluation area. 

Enforceable Written Assurances (EWA) Sites 
No EWA sites are located in the hazardous materials evaluation area. 

Formerly Used Defense (FUD) Sites 
No FUD sites are located in the hazardous materials evaluation area. 

Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) Sites 
No TRI sites are located in the hazardous materials evaluation area. 

Tier II Sites 
No Tier II sites are located in the hazardous materials evaluation area. 

Hazardous Waste and Used Oil Facility Sites 
No hazardous waste or used oil facility sites are located in the hazardous materials evaluation area. 
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A review of well logs from the Utah Division of Water Rights website  
(https://maps.waterrights.utah.gov/esrimap/map.asp) indicates that groundwater depths in the project 
extent are highly variable. The project extent is situated on the boundary between a secondary 
groundwater recharge zone and a discharge zone that is generally surrounding the Jordan River 
floodplain. Shallow groundwater (5 to 10 feet deep) could be encountered in some areas. The project 
team, or construction contractor, will obtain coverage for construction dewatering under Utah’s General 
Permit for Construction Dewatering or Hydrostatic Testing (UTG070000) or, if contamination is 
anticipated after additional investigation, a Ground Water Discharge Permit, pursuant to state 
groundwater protection rules (Utah Administrative Code R317-6). 
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Figure 1. Hazardous sites in the hazardous materials evaluation area 
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Introduction 
The Utah Transit Authority (UTA) in coordination with the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) is 
proposing to lengthen and shift the existing Draper Station area double track segment of its 
FrontRunner commuter rail system in the cities of Draper and Bluffdale in southern Salt Lake County, 
Utah, to create a true double track alignment through this area. See the Vicinity Map in Attachment A.1, 
Vicinity Map for the South of Draper Double Track Project. 

This report evaluates floodplains that could be affected by the Project. 

Project Description and Need for the Project 
The Project is located between 0.75 and 1 mile west of Interstate 15 (I-15) in Bluffdale and Draper in the 
southern portion of Salt Lake County. The Project extends from UTA milepost S 20.5 north to UTA 
milepost S 17.2, a distance of about 3.3 miles to encompass 2.8 miles of new double track and track 
tie-in.  

The existing double track section at Draper Station is about 1.0 mile long, and its primary use is allowing 
trains traveling in opposite directions to pass each other. The Project would lengthen the existing double 
track section by approximately 2.8 miles, moving the southern terminus of the section from the Vista 
Station Boulevard bridge to 1300 West. North of Bangerter Highway, the anticipated track work consists 
of constructing a new FrontRunner mainline (ML) track east of the existing mainline track, shifting the 
existing FrontRunner mainline track where necessary, removing one existing turnout, constructing one 
new turnout, constructing a new bridge over Bangerter Highway and 14600 South, demolishing an 
existing retaining wall and constructing new retaining walls on the west side of the corridor on the north 
and south approaches to the Bangerter Highway bridge as well as in other sections to minimize property 
impacts and ROW acquisition, extending the Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal culvert under the Bangerter 
Highway bridge’s south approach, modifying an existing private access road at-grade crossing, relocating 
utilities, and widening the existing trackbed. South of Bangerter Highway, the existing UTA mainline 
would remain in its current location, and a new track would be constructed west of the existing 
mainline. Preliminary track design modeling shows that the estimated depth of excavation from the top 
of the existing ground to the bottom of the proposed subballast or track ditch for proposed trackwork 
construction ranges from 2 to 5 feet. The estimated depth of excavation for walls, utilities, and the 
bridge over Bangerter Highway ranges from 3 to 10 feet. 

The Project would improve reliability and reduce delays of the FrontRunner service. The Project is one of 
nine double track projects being proposed as part of long-term improvements under the FrontRunner 
Forward Program; however, it has independent utility and can be constructed with or without the other 
projects. Further detail about investments associated with the FrontRunner Forward Program are 
included in a separate report, FrontRunner Forward Strategic Double Track Recommended Service 
Alternative Overview – A Planning and Environmental Linkage Study (PEL) (May 2023). 
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Regulatory Setting 
Two terms that are commonly used in floodplain regulatory guidance are 100-year floodplain and 
100-year flood. A 100-year floodplain is the area that would be inundated by a water body 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 at a given location in any given year. Note that the term 100-year flood does not 
mean that such a flood will occur only once in 100 years. If such a flood were to occur one year, there 
would still be a 1% chance of a similar flood occurring the following year or even later in the same year. 

Since floodplains can be mapped, the boundary of the 100-year flood is commonly used in floodplain 
management and mitigation programs to identify areas where the risk of flooding is significant. Any 
other statistical frequency of a flood, such as a 5-year, 20-year, 50-year, or 500-year flood, can be 
chosen for regulation depending on the degree of risk that an agency wants to evaluate. 

Federal Emergency Management 
In response to escalating taxpayer costs for flood disaster relief, Congress established the National Flood 
Insurance Program (NFIP). This program is a voluntary mitigation program administered by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Under this program, the federal government makes flood 
insurance available in those communities that practice sound floodplain management. This incentive 
encourages state and local governments 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 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 60 and 65, respectively. 

In the 1970s and 1980s, FEMA performed location hydrologic and hydraulic studies to identify and map 
special flood hazard areas within communities. A result of the FEMA studies was the development of 
flood insurance rate maps (FIRM) that show the floodplain for each river, lake, or other surface water 
resource that was studied. 

A special flood hazard area (SFHA) is the area that has a 1% annual chance of flooding (this flood is 
commonly referred to as the 100-year flood or base flood). SFHAs are given a zone designation based on 
the level of detail of the FEMA study and the anticipated type of flooding. There are several types of 
zones, but only the following zones (FEMA 2022b) are present inside and/or in the immediate vicinity of 
the floodplain evaluation area (Figure 1): 

 Zone X (Shaded) – Areas with a moderate risk of flooding (usually between the limits of the 
100-year and 500-year floods) from the principal source of flooding in the area. 

 Zone AE – Areas that would be flooded by a 100-year flood and where the base flood elevations 
have been determined. A Zone AE floodplain might also include a floodway. 

 Zone X – Areas of minimal flood hazard. This zone is present in the floodplain evaluation area, 
but it is not pertinent to the impact analysis and is therefore not shown on Figure 1. 

The 100-year floodplain for streams is the area in and around the stream that would be inundated by a 
100-year flood. A Zone AE floodplain might include a designated floodway, which is defined as the 
stream channel and the adjacent areas (floodway fringe) that must be kept free of encroachment to 
pass the 100-year flood without increasing the water surface elevation by more than a designated 
height (FEMA 2011). FEMA limits the permissible increase in water surface elevation to 1 foot; however, 
local communities may set a more stringent limit. Figure 2 shows a floodway schematic, including the 
floodway, floodway fringe, and the change in flood elevation. 
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Figure 1. Special flood hazard areas in and near the floodplain evaluation area 
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Figure 2. Floodway schematic 

 
Source: FEMA 2011 

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.” 

Accordingly, this evaluation relies on the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) floodplains compliance 
process based on Executive Order 11988. This process requires that projects avoid a “significant 
encroachment” on a floodplain unless FTA finds that the proposed action is the “only practicable 
alternative” (FTA 2015). In addition, if the proposed action involves significant encroachment, FTA 
requires consideration of alternatives that avoid or minimize adverse impacts. 

Under FTA’s regulations, a “significant encroachment” would involve one or more of the following 
impacts: 

 A considerable probability of loss of human life 
 Likely future damage associated with the encroachment that could be substantial in cost or 

extent, including interruption of service on or loss of a vital transportation facility 
 A notable adverse impact on natural and beneficial floodplain values (FTA 2015) 

Natural and beneficial floodplain values include, but are not limited to, natural flood conveyance, 
storage, and control; water quality maintenance; groundwater recharge; water quality function; open 
space; outdoor recreation; and wildlife habitat and diversity (USDOT 1979). 
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Mitigation Measures 
UTA and/or its construction contractor will take measures to reduce floodplain impacts and to ensure 
that the Project complies with all applicable regulations. These mitigation measures will include the 
following: 

 The Project will not require extending the existing culvert that conveys Corner Canyon Creek to 
accommodate the new track and will allow for continued floodplain connectivity. 

 A stream alteration permit from the Utah Division of Water Rights will not be required since 
there would be no impacts to Corner Canyon Creek as a result of the Project. 

 A floodplain development permit must be obtained from the local floodplain administrator for 
Draper City prior to construction. Note that there would be no floodplain impacts in Bluffdale. 
The project team does not anticipate that FEMA Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) 
and Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) processes will be required in compliance with 44 CFR 
Sections 60.3 and 65.12 due to the nature of the anticipated encroachment, which is not 
anticipated to impact water surface elevations in Corner Canyon Creek. However, an evaluation 
would be completed to determine whether the final design would require revision to the flood 
map. This process would be coordinated with Draper City, the floodplain administrator for this 
area. If necessary, a preconstruction CLOMR would be submitted to FEMA. After construction, a 
LOMR would be submitted to FEMA. This process would be coordinated with Draper City.  

 A flood-control permit would be required from Salt Lake County for actions inside or within 
20 feet of the Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal, which is a Salt Lake County–controlled waterway. 
Corner Canyon Creek (also a Salt Lake County–controlled waterway) might also need to be 
included in the flood-control permit if the existing culvert is considered during further 
coordination with Salt Lake County Flood Control to be a part of the channel. This coordination 
should take place during final design. Rail elevations will be placed above adjacent floodplain 
elevations, where those elevations are defined, so that flooding will not interfere with a 
transportation facility needed for emergency vehicles or evacuation. 

 Walls and embankments will be designed and constructed to minimize longitudinal floodplain 
impacts. 
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Introduction 
The Utah Transit Authority (UTA) in coordination with the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) is 
proposing to lengthen and shift the existing Draper Station area double track segment of its 
FrontRunner commuter rail system in the cities of Draper and Bluffdale in southern Salt Lake County, 
Utah, to create a true double track alignment through this area. See the Vicinity Map in Attachment A.1, 
Vicinity Map for the South of Draper Double Track Project. 

This report evaluates water resources and water quality that could be affected by the Project. 

Project Description and Need for the Project  
The Project is located between 0.75 and 1 mile west of Interstate 15 (I-15) in Bluffdale and Draper in the 
southern portion of Salt Lake County. The Project extends from UTA milepost S 20.5 north to UTA 
milepost S 17.2, a distance of about 3.3 miles to encompass 2.8 miles of new double track and track 
tie-in.  

The existing double track section at Draper Station is about 1.0 mile long, and its primary use is allowing 
trains traveling in opposite directions to pass each other. The Project would lengthen the existing double 
track section by approximately 2.8 miles, moving the southern terminus of the section from the Vista 
Station Boulevard bridge to 1300 West. North of Bangerter Highway, the anticipated track work consists 
of constructing a new FrontRunner mainline (ML) track east of the existing mainline track, shifting the 
existing FrontRunner mainline track where necessary, removing one existing turnout, constructing one 
new turnout, constructing a new bridge over Bangerter Highway and 14600 South, demolishing an 
existing retaining wall and constructing new retaining walls on the west side of the corridor on the north 
and south approaches to the Bangerter Highway bridge as well as in other sections to minimize property 
impacts and ROW acquisition, extending the Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal culvert under the Bangerter 
Highway bridge’s south approach, modifying an existing private access road at-grade crossing, relocating 
utilities, and widening the existing trackbed. South of Bangerter Highway, the existing UTA mainline 
would remain in its current location, and a new track would be constructed west of the existing 
mainline. Preliminary track design modeling shows that the estimated depth of excavation from the top 
of the existing ground to the bottom of the proposed subballast or track ditch for proposed trackwork 
construction ranges from 2 to 5 feet. The estimated depth of excavation for walls, utilities, and the 
bridge over Bangerter Highway ranges from 3 to 10 feet. 

The Project would improve reliability and reduce delays of the FrontRunner service. The Project is one of 
nine double track projects being proposed as part of long-term improvements under the FrontRunner 
Forward Program; however, it has independent utility and can be constructed with or without the other 
projects. Further detail about investments associated with the FrontRunner Forward Program are 
included in a separate report, FrontRunner Forward Strategic Double Track Recommended Service 
Alternative Overview – A Planning and Environmental Linkage Study (PEL) (May 2023). 

Water Resources and Water Quality Evaluation Area 
The water resources and water quality evaluation area is located on both sides of the UTA FrontRunner 
tracks between UTA milepost S 20.5 and UTA milepost S 17.2, a distance of about 3.3 miles. It covers 
about 65 acres and extends about 75 feet on both sides of the track centerline. 
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Surface Water 

Regulatory Setting 
The Utah Administrative Code (UAC) designates beneficial uses for each water body in the state. The 
Utah Division of Water Quality then monitors, assesses, and regulates Utah’s water bodies to determine 
whether their beneficial uses are met. Streams for which the State has designated beneficial uses are 
listed in UAC R-317-2-13, Classification of Waters of the State, and are subject to review as part of the 
State’s water quality assessment and reporting process. The beneficial uses of the water bodies in the 
water resources and water quality evaluation area are listed below in the affected environment section. 
Waters not meeting water quality criteria are placed on the 303(d) list of impaired waters, and the 
State, through a total maximum daily load (TMDL) study, would determine the sources of contaminants 
and allocate waste loads to different entities to control discharges with the goal to attain a listed 
stream’s beneficial uses. 

Utah’s antidegradation policy states that waters whose existing quality is better than the established 
standards will be maintained at high quality, and no degradation that would interfere with existing 
instream uses is allowed without a permit. 

Waters of the United States are also subject to regulation under Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean 
Water Act (CWA). If fill is discharged into a water of the United States by the Project, UTA would need to 
demonstrate compliance with Sections 401 and 404. 

Affected Environment 
Corner Canyon Creek is the only natural surface water in the water resources and water quality 
evaluation area (Figure 1). Corner Canyon Creek is an ephemeral stream and does not have any 
beneficial uses listed in UAC R-317-2-13. There is an existing culvert underneath the Union Pacific 
Railroad (UP) and FrontRunner tracks just south of Vista Station Boulevard that conveys Corner Canyon 
Creek through the evaluation area. In addition, the Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal is partly located 
within the evaluation area and is conveyed under the UP and FrontRunner tracks through a culvert just 
south of Bangerter Highway. The Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal has default beneficial-use 
classifications of 2B (infrequent primary contact recreation), 3E (severely habitat-limited waters), and 
4 (agricultural uses).  

Environmental Consequences 
The Project would require the Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal culvert under the UP and FrontRunner 
tracks just south of Bangerter Highway to be extended to accommodate the new track. If the Jordan and 
Salt Lake City Canal is determined jurisdictional by U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), construction 
would be authorized under a Clean Water Act Section 404 Nationwide Permit 14 (which includes 
Section 401 Water Quality Certification) from USACE (see Attachment B.13, Wetlands and Waters of the 
U.S., for more information about project impacts to aquatic resources). There would be no impacts to 
Corner Canyon Creek or its bank. The Project would not come within 30 feet of Corner Canyon Creek or 
either end of the culvert through which Corner Canyon Creek crosses beneath the UP and UTA tracks, 
and the Corner Canyon Creek culvert would not need to be extended. For these reasons, a stream 
alteration permit would likely not be required; however, further coordination is needed during final 
design to verify this conclusion. 
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Figure 1. Surface water and points of diversion near the 
water resources and water quality evaluation area 
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Stormwater 

Regulatory Setting 
Stormwater is also regulated through the CWA. Pursuant to Section 402 of the Act and the Utah 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (UPDES), if construction would disturb 1 acre of land or more, 
then the project proponent would need to demonstrate compliance with the State’s general permit for 
construction-related stormwater discharges. In Utah, Section 402 stormwater permits are issued 
through the Utah Division of Water Quality. To comply, UTA or its contractor would submit a notice of 
intent seeking coverage under the State of Utah’s construction general permit (CGP) and would prepare 
a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) for the Project. 

Under Utah state law, stormwater discharges to waters of the United States from designated sources 
must meet the requirements of a municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) permit. The permit 
consists of six control measures: 

1. Public education and outreach 
2. Public participation and involvement 
3. Illicit discharge detection and elimination 
4. Construction site runoff control 
5. Postconstruction runoff control 
6. Pollution prevention and good housekeeping 

UTA does not have its own MS4 permit but instead relies on the stormwater permits of the 
municipalities and counties in which it operates. Any project-related changes that would affect the 
stormwater system would need to be consistent with the MS4 permit and stormwater management 
plan of the applicable municipality (or County) that holds a permit. 

The UPDES also has a multisector general permit (UTR000000) for stormwater discharges associated 
with industrial activity. Specifically, this permit covers vehicle maintenance or equipment cleaning areas 
at passenger transportation facilities. No vehicle-maintenance or equipment-cleaning activities take 
place in the water resources and water quality evaluation area; therefore, the multisector general 
permit does not apply for the Project. 

Affected Environment 
The water resources and water quality evaluation area for the Project is about 65 acres. The project 
team anticipates that any construction activities would disturb more than 1 acre of land. The UTA design 
criteria for commuter rail state that the construction contractor must obtain a UPDES permit, which 
requires an SWPPP to be developed for the construction phase of the project (UTA 2015). This 
requirement fulfills the UPDES and MS4 requirements. 

Adding a double-track section in the water resources and water quality evaluation area would add a 
small amount of additional impervious area and runoff from the project site after construction has been 
completed. The existing FrontRunner system already has infrastructure in place to handle any 
stormwater runoff from the ballasted track and embankments, and the project team anticipates that 
this infrastructure could be analyzed and expanded, if needed, to handle the additional runoff. If these 
stormwater infrastructure elements need to be relocated, they should be replaced in kind following the 
applicable drainage design criteria as stated in UTA’s commuter rail design criteria (UTA 2015). 
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Since UTA does not have its own stormwater permit for stormwater discharges, UTA must comply with 
the conditions of the local stormwater authority. The local stormwater authorities for the water 
resources and water quality evaluation area are Draper City and Bluffdale City, which both operate 
under UPDES permit number UTS000001. These permits have requirements to develop both 
construction-phase and operation-phase stormwater controls to meet the stormwater runoff 
requirements. 

 Construction-phase stormwater controls include requiring the contractor to prepare and follow 
an enforceable SWPPP that addresses sediment and erosion control, pollutant discharge 
reduction, and waste control in addition to obtaining coverage under the UPDES stormwater 
general permit for the duration of the project. 

 Operation-phase stormwater controls include implementing permanent best management 
practices (BMPs) for new impervious areas, where feasible, to minimize erosion, soil 
disturbance, and impacts to areas that provide important natural water quality benefits, as well 
as to reduce the increase in stormwater runoff volume as a result of any increased impervious 
areas. 

Environmental Consequences 
Constructing additional track would not add a substantial amount of new impervious area. Track ballast 
is highly permeable and would not change the overall stormwater runoff characteristics of the water 
resources and water quality evaluation area. Therefore, there would be no environmental impacts from 
stormwater runoff as a result of the South of Draper Double Track Project. 

The project team further evaluated the need to implement, during final design, permanent stormwater 
BMPs pursuant to the requirements of applicable MS4 permits. The stormwater runoff controls that are 
required during both the construction phase and the operational phase of the Project would be 
designed to adequately protect water quality that might otherwise be impacted. 

Construction of the Project would disturb more than 1 acre of ground surface, which would require 
coverage under the Utah Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (UPDES) Construction General Permit 
UTRC00000 (CGP). Coverage under the CGP would be obtained prior to construction through the Utah 
Division of Water Quality. In compliance with this permit, a stormwater pollution prevention plan 
(SWPPP) would be developed for the construction phase of the Project. 
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Drinking Water 

Regulatory Setting 
Owners of public water systems are responsible for protecting sources of drinking water from 
contamination and for submitting a drinking water source protection plan to the Utah Division of 
Drinking Water. 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 groundwater sources, the Utah Division of Drinking Water requires the drinking water source 
protection plan to identify four distinct drinking water source protection zones for each well. The zone 
definitions are as follows: 

 Zone 1 is the area within a 100-foot radius of the wellhead. 
 Zone 2 is the area within a 250-day groundwater time of travel to the wellhead. 
 Zone 3 is the area within a 3-year groundwater time of travel to the wellhead. 
 Zone 4 is the area within a 15-year groundwater time of travel to the wellhead. 

For surface water sources, the Utah Division of Drinking Water requires the drinking water source 
protection plan to identify distinct drinking water source protection zones for each surface water 
source. The zone descriptions for streams and rivers are generally as follows: 

 Zone 1 is 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 is the area between 15 and 65 miles upstream from the intake and 1,000 feet on each 
side of the drainage. 

 Zone 3 is the area between 65 miles upstream from the intake and the edge of the watershed 
and 500 feet on each side of the drainage. 

 Zone 4 is the rest of the contributing watershed area outside Zones 1 through 3. 

In addition to the surface water source protection zones, watershed management plans, 
antidegradation reviews, and standards for surface water, beneficial uses provide many drinking water 
source protection mechanisms. Land managers are responsible for protecting drinking water sources 
from contamination in coordination with the public water system owners. Cities, through zoning and 
land use, 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 the well or surface water intake, methods to reduce 
and/or eliminate the harm may be proposed. 

Affected Environment 
The water resources and water quality evaluation area does not contain any drinking water source 
protection zones for either groundwater or surface water sources (UDDW 2022). 

Environmental Consequences 
No impacts to drinking water would occur as a result of the Project. 
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Water Right Points of Diversion 

Regulatory Setting 
All waters in Utah are public property. A “water right” is a right to divert (remove from its natural 
source) and beneficially use water (UDWR 2011). The defining elements of a typical water right include: 

 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 

Water right points of diversion are locations from which a water right owner can legally divert water 
from a source and beneficially use it. Water right points of diversion are overseen by the Utah Division 
of Water Rights, which regulates the appropriation and distribution of water in Utah. Knowing the 
location of and protecting existing points of diversion is important from the perspective of ensuring that 
a project does not affect the physical point of diversion, the water quality, or the beneficial use of the 
existing points of diversion. 

Affected Environment 
The water resources and water quality evaluation area contains nine water right points of diversion 
(UDWR 2022). These nine points of diversion are underground water wells, unnamed springs, springs 
and drain, and effluent from the Utah State Prison. Six of these points currently have a terminated 
status, and the other three have an unapproved status. These points of diversion are shown on Figure 1. 

Environmental Consequences 
Three water right points of diversion are within the impact footprint for the Project; however, no 
impacts are anticipated since all three have a terminated status and are not currently active. 
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Executive Summary 
The project team has prepared this aquatic resources delineation report in support of the proposed 
FrontRunner Forward South of Draper Double Track Project (the Project) in Draper and Bluffdale, Utah. 
HDR conducted fieldwork for the delineation on May 22, 2022. 

The delineation was conducted in accordance with the following delineation manuals and delineation 
reference guides: 

 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (USACE 1987) 
 Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region 

(Version 2.0) (USACE 2008) 
 National Ordinary High Water Mark Field Delineation Manual for Rivers and Streams (USACE 

2022) 
 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers regulatory guidance letters and joint agency regulations, policies, 

references, and guidance 

The entire delineation survey area is about 65 acres and contains a total of 1.002 acres of aquatic 
resources. These resources include 0.998 acres (2,941 linear feet) of canals and 0.004 acres (61 linear 
feet) of ditches.  



South of Draper Double Track Project Aquatic Resources Delineation Report 

April 2024 2 

Introduction 
The purpose of this report is to identify and describe aquatic resources in the delineation survey area 
(survey area) for the Project (see Appendix A, Project Overview Map). The jurisdictional status of the 
delineated aquatic resources is subject to determination by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). 

Aquatic Resource Delineation Survey Area 
The survey area is located on both sides of the current UTA FrontRunner tracks from approximately UTA 
milepost S 20.5 north to UTA milepost S 17.2, a distance of about 3.3 miles. It covers about 65 acres and 
extends about 75 feet on each side of the track centerline. Property in the survey area includes land 
owned by UTA, Union Pacific Railroad (UP), and other private entities. 

The survey area can be accessed from the USACE office in Bountiful, Utah, by traveling south on 
Interstate 15, taking exit 288 for 14600 South, and then heading west for approximately 0.8 miles until 
14600 South crosses the UTA FrontRunner tracks. As defined by the Public Land Survey System, the 
survey area is located in Township 3 and 4 South, Range 1 West, and Sections 1, 2, 10, 14, 15, and 36. 
The elevation in the survey area ranges from about 4,410 to 4,430 feet above mean sea level. 

Contact Information 

Project Applicant and Owner 
Utah Transit Authority 
Attention: Janelle Robertson 
(801) 512-3023 
jarobertson@rideuta.com 

Land Ownership 
Land in the survey area includes property owned by UTA, UP, and other private entities. Contact and 
access information for landowners can be coordinated as necessary. 

Contact Information for the Delineation Consultant 
HDR, Inc. 
2825 E. Cottonwood Parkway, Suite 200 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84121 

Field biologists: 
Joshua McMillin 
(801) 743-7860 
joshua.mcmillin@hdrinc.com 

Lacey Wilder 
(385) 347-1162 
lacey.wilder@hdrinc.com 
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Delineation Methodology 
Preliminary Data Gathering 
Before conducting delineation fieldwork, HDR reviewed information from several sources, including the 
following: 

 Aerial images of the project area 
 Topography and surface water maps from the U.S. Geological Survey 
 National Hydric Soils List for Utah (USDA NRCS 2022a) 
 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps in geographic 

information systems (GIS) format (see Appendix B, National Wetlands Inventory Map Series) 
 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service’s (USDA NRCS) Web Soil 

Survey (USDA NRCS 2022b) 
 USACE delineation manuals and delineation reference guides (described in the Delineation 

Procedures section) 

Delineation Procedures 
The project team surveyed for wetlands and other waters of the United States on May 22, 2022. The 
delineation was conducted in accordance with the following delineation manuals and delineation 
reference guides: 

 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (USACE 1987) 
 Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region 

(Version 2.0) (USACE 2008) 
 National Ordinary High Water Mark Field Delineation Manual for Rivers and Streams (USACE 

2022) 
 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers regulatory guidance letters and joint agency regulations, policies, 

references, and guidance 

The project team assessed the entire survey area to determine the presence or absence of aquatic 
features. Because no wetlands were identified, no wetland delineation datasheets are presented in this 
report. Photographs of the canals and ditches identified in the survey area are included in Appendix C, 
On-site Representative Photographs.  

The project team mapped aquatic resource boundaries in the survey area through a combination of 
global positioning system (GPS)-based field mapping (using ArcGIS Field Maps and an iPad) and desktop 
digitization using images from Google Images dated 2018. To produce aquatic resources delineation 
maps for the survey area, data were exported into GIS software (ArcGIS Pro 10.8.1). Appendix D, Aquatic 
Resources Delineation Map Series, provides the aquatic resources delineation maps. These data were 
also used to calculate the area of aquatic features in the survey area. 

Wetlands 
A determination of the occurrence of wetlands is based on the presence or absence of hydrophytic 
(wetland) vegetation, hydric (wetland) soils, and wetland hydrology. The presence of all three of the 
criteria is necessary for an area to be designated as a wetland unless problematic conditions or 
significant disturbance is identified and evaluated in accordance with delineation procedures. Wetland 
boundaries are considered to be a line across which the vegetation, soils, and hydrologic characteristics 
begin or cease to meet wetland criteria. 
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The project team visually assessed the survey area for wetlands and did not identify any sites that would 
qualify as wetlands; therefore, wetland delineation procedures are not explained further in this report. 

Other (Non-wetland) Aquatic Resources 
This delineation also evaluated the presence of aquatic resources other than wetlands potentially 
subject to USACE’s jurisdiction. In nontidal areas, USACE maintains jurisdiction over areas below the 
OHWM in water features such as navigable streams, rivers, and lakes; interstate waters; and tributaries 
to navigable waters. 

The project team delineated non-wetland aquatic features based on the presence of a bed and bank and 
an OHWM (Lichvar and McColley 2008; USACE 2005). Potentially jurisdictional non-wetland features 
were delineated along the OHWM. If a feature did not exhibit a bed and bank and an OHWM, and did 
not show distinct vegetation changes, it was not further evaluated as a potential aquatic resource or 
considered to be a potentially jurisdictional water. 

Existing Conditions 
The survey area is located in Draper and Bluffdale and is composed mainly of the UTA and UP rail tracks 
and associated right-of-way. The survey area is part of the Central Basin and Range ecoregion in the 
Moist Wasatch Front Footslopes subregion (Woods and others 2001). The Moist Wasatch Front 
Footslopes supports the bulk of Utah’s population and commercial activity and is fed by perennial 
streams and aqueducts that originate in the Wasatch Range. The average annual precipitation in the 
survey area is 15.69 inches (US. Climate Data 2022). The survey area has experienced severe to 
exceptional drought over the last two growing seasons and is currently experiencing severe drought 
(National Integrated Drought Information System 2022). 

The delineation field reconnaissance was conducted on May 22, 2022. Temperatures ranged from 49 to 
75 degrees Fahrenheit during the field survey; there was no measurable precipitation and partly cloudy 
skies (National Weather Service 2022). 

General Hydrology 
The survey area is located in the Jordan River watershed, hydrologic unit code 16020204 (USGS 2022). 
The Jordan River originates at Utah Lake; flows north through the Salt Lake Valley, west of the survey 
area; and discharges to the Great Salt Lake. Water in the survey area and adjacent areas generally drains 
west toward the Jordan River. 

Corner Canyon Creek crosses the survey area through a culvert beneath the UP and UTA railroad 
embankment and continues west until it drains into the Jordan River. Two named canals, the Jordan and 
Salt Lake City Canal and the East Jordan Canal, are in or near the survey area. Both canals are diversions 
of the Jordan River and eventually drain back into the river.  

A portion of the Galena–Soónkahni Preserve is located in the survey area. The Galena–Soónkahni 
Preserve, which is owned by the Utah Division of Forestry, Fire and State Lands, comprises about 
250 acres adjacent to the Jordan River between 12300 South and 14600 South in Draper. The preserve 
includes about 100 acres of riparian and wetland habitat on the east side of the Jordan River and about 
150 acres of uplands.  

 The Project would not impact any aquatic resources in the 
preserve.  
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Canals 
Canal Segments C-1a through C-1d (Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal). Canal segments C-1a through C-1d 
total 0.988 acres (2,941 linear feet) and run through the southern half of the survey area. The lateral 
extent of the OHWM averaged approximately 13 feet and was indicated by physical characteristics 
including breaks in bank slopes and changes in vegetation cover and species. Canal segments C-1a 
through C-1d were moderately degraded with high invasive species cover (common reed). The Jordan 
and Salt Lake City Canal originates from the Jordan River and flows north through the Salt Lake Valley, 
eventually draining into City Creek. City Creek then flows west, draining into the Jordan River, which 
flows into the Great Salt Lake, a traditional navigable water (TNW). 

Ditches 
Ditch D-1. Ditch segment D-1 totals 0.004 acres (61 linear feet) and is located in Phillip Gates Memorial 
Park. The lateral extent of the OHWM measured approximately 3 feet and was indicated by physical 
characteristics including breaks in bank slopes and changes in vegetation cover. Ditch segment D-1 is 
located in a landscaped setting and appeared to have had artificial cobble added as a substrate. Ditch 
segment D-1 flows into an open-water pond beyond the survey area which appears to drain into the 
Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal. The Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal flows north through the Salt Lake 
Valley, eventually draining into City Creek. City Creek then flows west, draining into the Jordan River, 
which flows into the Great Salt Lake, a TNW. Ditch segment D-1 does not carry a relatively permanent 
flow of water. 

Delineation Summary 
All areas in the delineation survey area were assessed to determine the presence or absence of aquatic 
resources, including wetlands and other waters, in accordance with the procedures and guidelines 
established by USACE. Resources delineated include 0.998 acres (2,941 linear feet) of canals and 
0.004 acres (61 linear feet) of ditches. All features recorded and mapped are included in Appendix D, 
Aquatic Resources Delineation Map Series. The jurisdictional determination for each feature is subject to 
USACE’s review. 

Table 2 summarizes all of the delineated aquatic resource features in the survey area. Features are 
ordered by resource type and then by their locations on the map sheets in Appendix D. 
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Preface
Soil surveys contain information that affects land use planning in survey areas. 
They highlight soil limitations that affect various land uses and provide information 
about the properties of the soils in the survey areas. Soil surveys are designed for 
many different users, including farmers, ranchers, foresters, agronomists, urban 
planners, community officials, engineers, developers, builders, and home buyers. 
Also, conservationists, teachers, students, and specialists in recreation, waste 
disposal, and pollution control can use the surveys to help them understand, 
protect, or enhance the environment.

Various land use regulations of Federal, State, and local governments may impose 
special restrictions on land use or land treatment. Soil surveys identify soil 
properties that are used in making various land use or land treatment decisions. 
The information is intended to help the land users identify and reduce the effects of 
soil limitations on various land uses. The landowner or user is responsible for 
identifying and complying with existing laws and regulations.

Although soil survey information can be used for general farm, local, and wider area 
planning, onsite investigation is needed to supplement this information in some 
cases. Examples include soil quality assessments (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/
portal/nrcs/main/soils/health/) and certain conservation and engineering 
applications. For more detailed information, contact your local USDA Service Center 
(https://offices.sc.egov.usda.gov/locator/app?agency=nrcs) or your NRCS State Soil 
Scientist (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/contactus/?
cid=nrcs142p2_053951).

Great differences in soil properties can occur within short distances. Some soils are 
seasonally wet or subject to flooding. Some are too unstable to be used as a 
foundation for buildings or roads. Clayey or wet soils are poorly suited to use as 
septic tank absorption fields. A high water table makes a soil poorly suited to 
basements or underground installations.

The National Cooperative Soil Survey is a joint effort of the United States 
Department of Agriculture and other Federal agencies, State agencies including the 
Agricultural Experiment Stations, and local agencies. The Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) has leadership for the Federal part of the National 
Cooperative Soil Survey.

Information about soils is updated periodically. Updated information is available 
through the NRCS Web Soil Survey, the site for official soil survey information.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its 
programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability, 
and where applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, religion, 
sexual orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or a 
part of an individual's income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not 
all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require 
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alternative means for communication of program information (Braille, large print, 
audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice 
and TDD). To file a complaint of discrimination, write to USDA, Director, Office of 
Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20250-9410 or 
call (800) 795-3272 (voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity 
provider and employer.
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How Soil Surveys Are Made
Soil surveys are made to provide information about the soils and miscellaneous 
areas in a specific area. They include a description of the soils and miscellaneous 
areas and their location on the landscape and tables that show soil properties and 
limitations affecting various uses. Soil scientists observed the steepness, length, 
and shape of the slopes; the general pattern of drainage; the kinds of crops and 
native plants; and the kinds of bedrock. They observed and described many soil 
profiles. A soil profile is the sequence of natural layers, or horizons, in a soil. The 
profile extends from the surface down into the unconsolidated material in which the 
soil formed or from the surface down to bedrock. The unconsolidated material is 
devoid of roots and other living organisms and has not been changed by other 
biological activity.

Currently, soils are mapped according to the boundaries of major land resource 
areas (MLRAs). MLRAs are geographically associated land resource units that 
share common characteristics related to physiography, geology, climate, water 
resources, soils, biological resources, and land uses (USDA, 2006). Soil survey 
areas typically consist of parts of one or more MLRA.

The soils and miscellaneous areas in a survey area occur in an orderly pattern that 
is related to the geology, landforms, relief, climate, and natural vegetation of the 
area. Each kind of soil and miscellaneous area is associated with a particular kind 
of landform or with a segment of the landform. By observing the soils and 
miscellaneous areas in the survey area and relating their position to specific 
segments of the landform, a soil scientist develops a concept, or model, of how they 
were formed. Thus, during mapping, this model enables the soil scientist to predict 
with a considerable degree of accuracy the kind of soil or miscellaneous area at a 
specific location on the landscape.

Commonly, individual soils on the landscape merge into one another as their 
characteristics gradually change. To construct an accurate soil map, however, soil 
scientists must determine the boundaries between the soils. They can observe only 
a limited number of soil profiles. Nevertheless, these observations, supplemented 
by an understanding of the soil-vegetation-landscape relationship, are sufficient to 
verify predictions of the kinds of soil in an area and to determine the boundaries.

Soil scientists recorded the characteristics of the soil profiles that they studied. They 
noted soil color, texture, size and shape of soil aggregates, kind and amount of rock 
fragments, distribution of plant roots, reaction, and other features that enable them 
to identify soils. After describing the soils in the survey area and determining their 
properties, the soil scientists assigned the soils to taxonomic classes (units). 
Taxonomic classes are concepts. Each taxonomic class has a set of soil 
characteristics with precisely defined limits. The classes are used as a basis for 
comparison to classify soils systematically. Soil taxonomy, the system of taxonomic 
classification used in the United States, is based mainly on the kind and character 
of soil properties and the arrangement of horizons within the profile. After the soil 
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scientists classified and named the soils in the survey area, they compared the 
individual soils with similar soils in the same taxonomic class in other areas so that 
they could confirm data and assemble additional data based on experience and 
research.

The objective of soil mapping is not to delineate pure map unit components; the 
objective is to separate the landscape into landforms or landform segments that 
have similar use and management requirements. Each map unit is defined by a 
unique combination of soil components and/or miscellaneous areas in predictable 
proportions. Some components may be highly contrasting to the other components 
of the map unit. The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way 
diminishes the usefulness or accuracy of the data. The delineation of such 
landforms and landform segments on the map provides sufficient information for the 
development of resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, onsite 
investigation is needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous areas.

Soil scientists make many field observations in the process of producing a soil map. 
The frequency of observation is dependent upon several factors, including scale of 
mapping, intensity of mapping, design of map units, complexity of the landscape, 
and experience of the soil scientist. Observations are made to test and refine the 
soil-landscape model and predictions and to verify the classification of the soils at 
specific locations. Once the soil-landscape model is refined, a significantly smaller 
number of measurements of individual soil properties are made and recorded. 
These measurements may include field measurements, such as those for color, 
depth to bedrock, and texture, and laboratory measurements, such as those for 
content of sand, silt, clay, salt, and other components. Properties of each soil 
typically vary from one point to another across the landscape.

Observations for map unit components are aggregated to develop ranges of 
characteristics for the components. The aggregated values are presented. Direct 
measurements do not exist for every property presented for every map unit 
component. Values for some properties are estimated from combinations of other 
properties.

While a soil survey is in progress, samples of some of the soils in the area generally 
are collected for laboratory analyses and for engineering tests. Soil scientists 
interpret the data from these analyses and tests as well as the field-observed 
characteristics and the soil properties to determine the expected behavior of the 
soils under different uses. Interpretations for all of the soils are field tested through 
observation of the soils in different uses and under different levels of management. 
Some interpretations are modified to fit local conditions, and some new 
interpretations are developed to meet local needs. Data are assembled from other 
sources, such as research information, production records, and field experience of 
specialists. For example, data on crop yields under defined levels of management 
are assembled from farm records and from field or plot experiments on the same 
kinds of soil.

Predictions about soil behavior are based not only on soil properties but also on 
such variables as climate and biological activity. Soil conditions are predictable over 
long periods of time, but they are not predictable from year to year. For example, 
soil scientists can predict with a fairly high degree of accuracy that a given soil will 
have a high water table within certain depths in most years, but they cannot predict 
that a high water table will always be at a specific level in the soil on a specific date.

After soil scientists located and identified the significant natural bodies of soil in the 
survey area, they drew the boundaries of these bodies on aerial photographs and 
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identified each as a specific map unit. Aerial photographs show trees, buildings, 
fields, roads, and rivers, all of which help in locating boundaries accurately.

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Soil Map
The soil map section includes the soil map for the defined area of interest, a list of 
soil map units on the map and extent of each map unit, and cartographic symbols 
displayed on the map. Also presented are various metadata about data used to 
produce the map, and a description of each soil map unit.
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Map Unit Legend

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

BsA Bramwell silty clay loam, 0 to 1 
percent slopes

8.3 12.7%

CA Clayey terrace escarpments 3.2 4.9%

Ck Chipman silty clay loam, saline, 
sodic, 0 to 1 percent slopes

13.6 20.7%

De Deckerman fine sandy loam, 0 
to 1 percent slopes

10.8 16.5%

HtF2 Hillfield-Taylorsville complex, 6 
to 30 percent slopes

3.6 5.5%

LaA Lakewin sandy loam, 0 to 1 
percent slopes

14.4 21.9%

LaC Lakewin sandy loam, 1 to 6 
percent slopes

3.0 4.6%

SP Stony terrace escarpments 1.7 2.6%

WmA Welby silt loam, 0 to 1 percent 
slopes

7.0 10.6%

Totals for Area of Interest 65.4 100.0%

Map Unit Descriptions
The map units delineated on the detailed soil maps in a soil survey represent the 
soils or miscellaneous areas in the survey area. The map unit descriptions, along 
with the maps, can be used to determine the composition and properties of a unit.

A map unit delineation on a soil map represents an area dominated by one or more 
major kinds of soil or miscellaneous areas. A map unit is identified and named 
according to the taxonomic classification of the dominant soils. Within a taxonomic 
class there are precisely defined limits for the properties of the soils. On the 
landscape, however, the soils are natural phenomena, and they have the 
characteristic variability of all natural phenomena. Thus, the range of some 
observed properties may extend beyond the limits defined for a taxonomic class. 
Areas of soils of a single taxonomic class rarely, if ever, can be mapped without 
including areas of other taxonomic classes. Consequently, every map unit is made 
up of the soils or miscellaneous areas for which it is named and some minor 
components that belong to taxonomic classes other than those of the major soils.

Most minor soils have properties similar to those of the dominant soil or soils in the 
map unit, and thus they do not affect use and management. These are called 
noncontrasting, or similar, components. They may or may not be mentioned in a 
particular map unit description. Other minor components, however, have properties 
and behavioral characteristics divergent enough to affect use or to require different 
management. These are called contrasting, or dissimilar, components. They 
generally are in small areas and could not be mapped separately because of the 
scale used. Some small areas of strongly contrasting soils or miscellaneous areas 
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are identified by a special symbol on the maps. If included in the database for a 
given area, the contrasting minor components are identified in the map unit 
descriptions along with some characteristics of each. A few areas of minor 
components may not have been observed, and consequently they are not 
mentioned in the descriptions, especially where the pattern was so complex that it 
was impractical to make enough observations to identify all the soils and 
miscellaneous areas on the landscape.

The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way diminishes the 
usefulness or accuracy of the data. The objective of mapping is not to delineate 
pure taxonomic classes but rather to separate the landscape into landforms or 
landform segments that have similar use and management requirements. The 
delineation of such segments on the map provides sufficient information for the 
development of resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, however, 
onsite investigation is needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous 
areas.

An identifying symbol precedes the map unit name in the map unit descriptions. 
Each description includes general facts about the unit and gives important soil 
properties and qualities.

Soils that have profiles that are almost alike make up a soil series. Except for 
differences in texture of the surface layer, all the soils of a series have major 
horizons that are similar in composition, thickness, and arrangement.

Soils of one series can differ in texture of the surface layer, slope, stoniness, 
salinity, degree of erosion, and other characteristics that affect their use. On the 
basis of such differences, a soil series is divided into soil phases. Most of the areas 
shown on the detailed soil maps are phases of soil series. The name of a soil phase 
commonly indicates a feature that affects use or management. For example, Alpha 
silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is a phase of the Alpha series.

Some map units are made up of two or more major soils or miscellaneous areas. 
These map units are complexes, associations, or undifferentiated groups.

A complex consists of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas in such an intricate 
pattern or in such small areas that they cannot be shown separately on the maps. 
The pattern and proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar 
in all areas. Alpha-Beta complex, 0 to 6 percent slopes, is an example.

An association is made up of two or more geographically associated soils or 
miscellaneous areas that are shown as one unit on the maps. Because of present 
or anticipated uses of the map units in the survey area, it was not considered 
practical or necessary to map the soils or miscellaneous areas separately. The 
pattern and relative proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat 
similar. Alpha-Beta association, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

An undifferentiated group is made up of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas 
that could be mapped individually but are mapped as one unit because similar 
interpretations can be made for use and management. The pattern and proportion 
of the soils or miscellaneous areas in a mapped area are not uniform. An area can 
be made up of only one of the major soils or miscellaneous areas, or it can be made 
up of all of them. Alpha and Beta soils, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

Some surveys include miscellaneous areas. Such areas have little or no soil 
material and support little or no vegetation. Rock outcrop is an example.
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Salt Lake Area, Utah

BsA—Bramwell silty clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: j6gv
Elevation: 4,300 to 4,450 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 13 to 15 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 49 to 51 degrees F
Frost-free period: 130 to 150 days
Farmland classification: Farmland of statewide importance

Map Unit Composition
Bramwell and similar soils: 85 percent
Minor components: 15 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Bramwell

Setting
Landform: Lake plains
Landform position (three-dimensional): Rise, talf
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Lacustrine deposits

Typical profile
A11 - 0 to 2 inches: silty clay loam
A12 - 2 to 8 inches: silty clay loam
C1ca - 8 to 22 inches: silty clay loam
C2ca - 22 to 35 inches: silty clay loam
C3 - 35 to 47 inches: silty clay
C4 - 47 to 72 inches: clay

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 1 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Somewhat poorly drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low to moderately 

low (0.00 to 0.06 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 36 to 48 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum content: 30 percent
Maximum salinity: Very slightly saline to moderately saline (2.0 to 8.0 mmhos/cm)
Sodium adsorption ratio, maximum: 13.0
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: High (about 9.3 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 3w
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 7w
Hydrologic Soil Group: D
Ecological site: R028AY001UT - Alkali Bottom (Alkali Sacaton)
Hydric soil rating: No
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Minor Components

Harrisville
Percent of map unit: 5 percent

Welby
Percent of map unit: 5 percent

Bluffdale
Percent of map unit: 5 percent

CA—Clayey terrace escarpments

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: j6gz
Elevation: 4,200 to 5,200 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 14 to 18 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 48 to 56 degrees F
Frost-free period: 130 to 180 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Clayey terrace escarpments: 90 percent
Minor components: 10 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Clayey Terrace Escarpments

Setting
Landform: Escarpments on terraces
Landform position (three-dimensional): Riser
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Lacustrine deposits

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Ecological site: R028AY334UT - Upland Stony Loam (Wyoming Big Sagebrush)
Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Hillfield
Percent of map unit: 6 percent

Taylorsville
Percent of map unit: 4 percent
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Ck—Chipman silty clay loam, saline, sodic, 0 to 1 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: j6h1
Elevation: 4,200 to 4,350 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 14 to 18 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 48 to 52 degrees F
Frost-free period: 160 to 180 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Chipman and similar soils: 85 percent
Minor components: 15 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Chipman

Setting
Landform: Flood plains
Landform position (three-dimensional): Dip, talf
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Concave
Parent material: Alluvium

Typical profile
A11 - 0 to 6 inches: silty clay loam
A12 - 6 to 16 inches: silty clay loam
C1ca - 16 to 36 inches: silty clay loam
C2ca - 36 to 46 inches: silty clay loam
C3ca - 46 to 51 inches: silty clay loam
C4 - 51 to 59 inches: silty clay

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 1 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Poorly drained
Runoff class: Medium
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low to moderately 

low (0.00 to 0.06 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 18 to 36 inches
Frequency of flooding: Rare
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum content: 60 percent
Maximum salinity: Moderately saline to strongly saline (8.0 to 16.0 mmhos/cm)
Sodium adsorption ratio, maximum: 30.0
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Moderate (about 7.6 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 7w
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Hydrologic Soil Group: D
Ecological site: R028AY001UT - Alkali Bottom (Alkali Sacaton)
Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Sandy alluvial land
Percent of map unit: 3 percent
Landform: Flood plains
Landform position (three-dimensional): Dip, talf
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Concave
Ecological site: R028AY022UT - Wet Fresh Streambank
Hydric soil rating: No

Ironton
Percent of map unit: 3 percent

Mixed alluvial land
Percent of map unit: 3 percent
Landform: Flood plains
Landform position (three-dimensional): Dip, talf
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Concave
Ecological site: R028AY022UT - Wet Fresh Streambank
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Magna
Percent of map unit: 3 percent
Landform: Flood plains
Landform position (three-dimensional): Dip, talf
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Concave
Ecological site: R028AY024UT - Wet Saline Meadow (Saltgrass)
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Bramwell, hardpan variant
Percent of map unit: 3 percent

De—Deckerman fine sandy loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: j6hb
Elevation: 4,200 to 4,300 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 14 to 18 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 48 to 52 degrees F
Frost-free period: 160 to 180 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Deckerman and similar soils: 90 percent

Custom Soil Resource Report

19



Minor components: 10 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Deckerman

Setting
Landform: Lake plains, flood plains
Landform position (three-dimensional): Rise, talf
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Alluvium and/or lacustrine deposits

Typical profile
A11&A12 - 0 to 6 inches: fine sandy loam
C1 - 6 to 12 inches: loam
C2ca - 12 to 20 inches: loam
C3 - 20 to 35 inches: sandy loam
C4 - 35 to 43 inches: loam
IIC5 - 43 to 60 inches: silty clay loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 1 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Somewhat poorly drained
Runoff class: Low
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low to moderately 

low (0.00 to 0.06 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 24 to 42 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum content: 30 percent
Maximum salinity: Moderately saline to strongly saline (8.0 to 16.0 mmhos/cm)
Sodium adsorption ratio, maximum: 60.0
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Moderate (about 6.5 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 7w
Hydrologic Soil Group: D
Ecological site: R028AY001UT - Alkali Bottom (Alkali Sacaton)
Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Lasil
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Ecological site: R028AY001UT - Alkali Bottom (Alkali Sacaton)

Saltair
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Lake terraces
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Ecological site: R028AY132UT - Desert Salty Silt (Iodinebush)
Hydric soil rating: Yes
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HtF2—Hillfield-Taylorsville complex, 6 to 30 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: j6j8
Elevation: 4,400 to 4,800 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 14 to 18 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 48 to 52 degrees F
Frost-free period: 160 to 180 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Hillfield and similar soils: 60 percent
Taylorsville and similar soils: 40 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Hillfield

Setting
Landform: Escarpments on terraces
Landform position (three-dimensional): Riser
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Lacustrine deposits

Typical profile
Ap - 0 to 3 inches: loam
A1 - 3 to 10 inches: loam
Ac - 10 to 18 inches: loam
C1ca - 18 to 31 inches: loam
C2ca - 31 to 50 inches: very fine sandy loam
C3 - 50 to 60 inches: sandy loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 20 to 30 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Well drained
Runoff class: High
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high (0.20 

to 0.60 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum content: 30 percent
Maximum salinity: Nonsaline to slightly saline (0.0 to 4.0 mmhos/cm)
Sodium adsorption ratio, maximum: 20.0
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Moderate (about 8.8 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 6e
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Hydrologic Soil Group: C
Ecological site: R028AY310UT - Upland Loam (Bonneville Big Sagebrush) North
Other vegetative classification: Upland Loam (Mountain Big Sagebrush) 

(028AY310UT)
Hydric soil rating: No

Description of Taylorsville

Setting
Landform: Escarpments on terraces
Landform position (three-dimensional): Riser
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Lacustrine deposits

Typical profile
Ap - 0 to 7 inches: silty clay loam
AC - 7 to 17 inches: silty clay loam
C1ca - 17 to 27 inches: silty clay loam
C2ca - 27 to 37 inches: silty clay loam
C3 - 37 to 59 inches: silty clay loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 6 to 20 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Well drained
Runoff class: High
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to 

moderately high (0.06 to 0.20 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum content: 30 percent
Maximum salinity: Nonsaline to slightly saline (0.0 to 4.0 mmhos/cm)
Sodium adsorption ratio, maximum: 13.0
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: High (about 10.0 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 6e
Hydrologic Soil Group: C
Ecological site: R028AY310UT - Upland Loam (Bonneville Big Sagebrush) North
Other vegetative classification: Upland Loam (Mountain Big Sagebrush) 

(028AY310UT)
Hydric soil rating: No

LaA—Lakewin sandy loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: j6jt
Elevation: 4,400 to 4,500 feet
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Mean annual precipitation: 13 to 15 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 48 to 50 degrees F
Frost-free period: 150 to 160 days
Farmland classification: Farmland of statewide importance

Map Unit Composition
Lakewin and similar soils: 85 percent
Minor components: 15 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Lakewin

Setting
Landform: Lake terraces
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Lacustrine deposits

Typical profile
Ap - 0 to 10 inches: sandy loam
A1 - 10 to 18 inches: gravelly sandy loam
B2 - 18 to 25 inches: very gravelly sandy loam
IIC1ca - 25 to 44 inches: very gravelly loamy coarse sand
IIC2ca - 44 to 64 inches: very gravelly coarse sand

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 1 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): High (2.00 to 6.00 

in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum content: 40 percent
Maximum salinity: Nonsaline to very slightly saline (0.0 to 2.0 mmhos/cm)
Sodium adsorption ratio, maximum: 13.0
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Low (about 3.4 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 3s
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 4s
Hydrologic Soil Group: A
Ecological site: R028AY306UT - Upland Gravelly Loam (Bonneville Big 

Sagebrush)
Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Kearns
Percent of map unit: 5 percent

Kidman
Percent of map unit: 5 percent

Deckerman
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
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LaC—Lakewin sandy loam, 1 to 6 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: j6jv
Elevation: 4,400 to 4,500 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 13 to 15 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 48 to 50 degrees F
Frost-free period: 150 to 160 days
Farmland classification: Farmland of statewide importance

Map Unit Composition
Lakewin and similar soils: 90 percent
Minor components: 10 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Lakewin

Setting
Landform: Lake terraces, deltas
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Lacustrine deposits

Typical profile
Ap - 0 to 10 inches: sandy loam
A1 - 10 to 18 inches: gravelly sandy loam
B2 - 18 to 25 inches: very gravelly sandy loam
IIC1ca - 25 to 44 inches: very gravelly loamy coarse sand
IIC2ca - 44 to 64 inches: very gravelly coarse sand

Properties and qualities
Slope: 1 to 6 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): High (2.00 to 6.00 

in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum content: 40 percent
Maximum salinity: Nonsaline to very slightly saline (0.0 to 2.0 mmhos/cm)
Sodium adsorption ratio, maximum: 13.0
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Low (about 3.4 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 3e
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 6s
Hydrologic Soil Group: A
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Ecological site: R028AY306UT - Upland Gravelly Loam (Bonneville Big 
Sagebrush)

Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Bingham
Percent of map unit: 5 percent

Pleasant grove
Percent of map unit: 5 percent

SP—Stony terrace escarpments

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: j6kt
Elevation: 4,200 to 5,200 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 14 to 18 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 49 to 56 degrees F
Frost-free period: 130 to 180 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Stony terrace escarpments: 100 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Stony Terrace Escarpments

Setting
Landform: Terraces
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear

WmA—Welby silt loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: j6lc
Elevation: 4,200 to 4,400 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 14 to 16 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 49 to 51 degrees F
Frost-free period: 130 to 150 days
Farmland classification: Prime farmland if irrigated

Map Unit Composition
Welby and similar soils: 85 percent
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Minor components: 15 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Welby

Setting
Landform: Lake terraces
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Lacustrine deposits

Typical profile
Ap - 0 to 8 inches: silt loam
A3 - 8 to 16 inches: silt loam
B2 - 16 to 25 inches: silt loam
C1ca - 25 to 33 inches: loam
C2ca - 33 to 44 inches: silt loam
C3 - 44 to 60 inches: silty clay loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 1 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high (0.20 

to 0.60 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum content: 25 percent
Maximum salinity: Slightly saline to moderately saline (4.0 to 8.0 mmhos/cm)
Sodium adsorption ratio, maximum: 13.0
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: High (about 9.6 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 2c
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 3c
Hydrologic Soil Group: C
Ecological site: R028AY310UT - Upland Loam (Bonneville Big Sagebrush) North
Other vegetative classification: Upland Loam (Mountain Big Sagebrush) 

(028AY310UT)
Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Parleys
Percent of map unit: 3 percent

Kidman
Percent of map unit: 3 percent

Deckerman
Percent of map unit: 3 percent

Taylorsville
Percent of map unit: 3 percent

Hillfield
Percent of map unit: 3 percent
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Introduction 
The Utah Transit Authority (UTA) in coordination with the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) is 
proposing to lengthen and shift the existing Draper Station area double track segment of its 
FrontRunner commuter rail system in the cities of Draper and Bluffdale in southern Salt Lake County, 
Utah, to create a true double track alignment through this area. See the Vicinity Map in Attachment A.1, 
Vicinity Map for the South of Draper Double Track Project. 

This report summarizes the existing biological resources that could be affected by the Project. 

Project Description and Need for the Project 
The Project is located between 0.75 and 1 mile west of Interstate 15 (I-15) in Bluffdale and Draper in the 
southern portion of Salt Lake County. The Project extends from UTA milepost S 20.5 north to UTA 
milepost S 17.2, a distance of about 3.3 miles to encompass 2.8 miles of new double track and track 
tie-in.  

The existing double track section at Draper Station is about 1.0 mile long, and its primary use is allowing 
trains traveling in opposite directions to pass each other. The Project would lengthen the existing double 
track section by approximately 2.8 miles, moving the southern terminus of the section from the Vista 
Station Boulevard bridge to 1300 West. North of Bangerter Highway, the anticipated track work consists 
of constructing a new FrontRunner mainline (ML) track east of the existing mainline track, shifting the 
existing FrontRunner mainline track where necessary, removing one existing turnout, constructing one 
new turnout, constructing a new bridge over Bangerter Highway and 14600 South, demolishing an 
existing retaining wall and constructing new retaining walls on the west side of the corridor on the north 
and south approaches to the Bangerter Highway bridge as well as in other sections to minimize property 
impacts and ROW acquisition, extending the Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal culvert under the Bangerter 
Highway bridge’s south approach, modifying an existing private access road at-grade crossing, relocating 
utilities, and widening the existing trackbed. South of Bangerter Highway, the existing UTA mainline 
would remain in its current location, and a new track would be constructed west of the existing 
mainline. Preliminary track design modeling shows that the estimated depth of excavation from the top 
of the existing ground to the bottom of the proposed subballast or track ditch for proposed trackwork 
construction ranges from 2 to 5 feet. The estimated depth of excavation for walls, utilities, and the 
bridge over Bangerter Highway ranges from 3 to 10 feet. 

The Project would improve reliability and reduce delays of the FrontRunner service. The Project is one of 
nine double track projects being proposed as part of long-term improvements under the FrontRunner 
Forward Program; however, it has independent utility and can be constructed with or without the other 
projects. Further detail about investments associated with the FrontRunner Forward Program are 
included in a separate report, FrontRunner Forward Strategic Double Track Recommended Service 
Alternative Overview – A Planning and Environmental Linkage Study (PEL) (May 2023). 
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Regulatory Setting 

Threatened and Endangered Species 
The Endangered Species Act (16 United States Code [USC] Sections 1531–1544) provides for the 
conservation of threatened and endangered species and the ecosystems on which they depend. 
Section 3 of the Endangered Species Act prohibits the “taking” of any endangered species, and defines 
“taking” broadly to include actions that are not necessarily intended to cause harm to the species (an 
“incidental taking”). 

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act requires federal agencies to consult with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) before taking any action that could affect a federally listed threatened or 
endangered species or designated critical habitat for an endangered species. In addition, federal 
agencies must ensure that their actions are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any listed 
species or to destroy or adversely modify any designated critical habitat. 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 USC Sections 703–712) makes it unlawful to take, import, export, 
possess, sell, purchase, or barter any migratory bird, with the exception of the taking of game birds 
during established hunting seasons. The law also applies to feathers, eggs, nests, and products made 
from migratory birds. Executive Order 13186, Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory 
Birds (January 10, 2001), directs federal agencies taking actions likely to affect migratory birds to 
support the implementation of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act by requiring agencies to analyze impacts to 
migratory birds and species of concern in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act as 
appropriate. 

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 
The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 USC Sections 668–668d) makes it unlawful to take, import, 
export, sell, purchase, transport, or barter any bald or golden eagle or their parts, products, nests, or 
eggs. “Take” includes pursuing, shooting, poisoning, wounding, killing, capturing, trapping, collecting, 
molesting, or disturbing eagles. 

Other Special-status Species 
Resource and land management agencies, including the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR), the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service (USFS), the National Park Service (NPS), and the Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM), designate sensitive species, identify wildlife habitat areas (such as those for 
big-game species), and establish conservation agreements. These agencies and USFWS also manage 
designated lands as wildlife refuges or lands otherwise protected for wildlife. Sensitive species and 
conservation agreement species typically include species listed under the Endangered Species Act and 
additional species identified as those that warrant management considerations and actions in order to 
avoid becoming threatened or endangered. 

Candidate Conservation Agreements encourage conservation actions for species that are candidates for 
listing as threatened or endangered, or that are likely to become candidates. Conservation agreements 
are designed to remove enough threats to the target species to eliminate the need for protection under 
the Endangered Species Act. 
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Methodology 

Biological Resources Evaluation Area 
The biological resources evaluation area is located on both sides of the UTA FrontRunner tracks south of 
Draper Station from UTA milepost S 20.5 north to UTA milepost S 17.2, a distance of about 3.3 miles. It 
covers about 65 acres and extends about 75 feet on each side of the track centerline. Figure 1 provides 
an overview of the evaluation area. The study area, which ranges in elevation from about 4,410 to 
4,430 feet, is part of the Central Basin and Range Ecoregion and includes the Moist Wasatch Front 
Footslopes subregion (Woods and others 2001). The study area is part of the Jordan hydrologic region in 
the Jordan River watershed (hydrologic unit code 16020204), and the waters in the area eventually drain 
to the Great Salt Lake.  

In general, the evaluation area consists primarily of uplands, roads, and commercial development 
adjacent to the UTA right-of-way. The Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal is located in the evaluation area 
and is lined with common reed (Phragmites australis) and Russian olive (Elaeagnus angustifolia). 
Uplands in the evaluation area are dominated by crested wheatgrass (Agropyron cristatum), basin big 
sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata ssp. tridentata), and fivehorn smotherweed (Bassia hyssopifolia). 

Analyses 
The project team used several methods to collect data regarding the biological resources in the 
biological resources evaluation area. These methods included conducting literature reviews, interpreting 
aerial photographs, and conducting a reconnaissance-level field study for biological resources on 
May 22, 2022. 

The project team obtained a species list from the USFWS Information, Planning, and Conservation 
System (IPaC) website for federally threatened, endangered, or candidate species that might occur in 
the evaluation area and/or might be affected by the Project (USFWS 2022). The project team also 
consulted the USFWS Environmental Conservation Online System (ECOS) for a list of species under 
conservation agreement that are known to occur in Salt Lake County. Additionally, the project team 
obtained a species list from the Utah Natural Heritage Program online data request website to 
determine whether there are records of for any of the federally listed threatened, endangered, and 
candidate species or species listed under conservation agreement in the vicinity of the evaluation area 
(UDWR 2022). Reports from IPaC and the Utah Natural Heritage Program are provided in Appendix A, 
Species Lists. 

The Utah Species Field Guide (UDWR, no date), NatureServe (www.natureserve.org), Audubon 
(Audubon, no date), and Cornell Lab’s All About Birds website (Cornell Lab of Ornithology 2019) were 
referenced for species habitat descriptions. 
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Figure 1. Biological resources evaluation area 
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Conservation Areas  
A portion of the Galena–Soónkahni Preserve is located in the biological resources evaluation area. The 
Galena–Soónkahni Preserve, which is owned and managed by the Utah Division of Forestry, Fire and 
State Lands, comprises about 250 acres adjacent to the Jordan River between 12300 South and 
14600 South in Draper. The preserve includes about 100 acres of riparian and wetland habitat on the 
east side of the Jordan River and about 150 acres of uplands  

 

Summary 
The project team identified 3 species listed under conservation agreements and 16 migratory bird 
species that could occur or are known to occur in the biological resources evaluation area. Of these 
species, the project team identified potentially suitable habitat for Columbia spotted frogs. The Project 
would also impact part of the Galena–Soónkahni Preserve. 

Columbia Spotted Frogs. Columbia spotted frogs are highly aquatic and require permanent quiet water. 
They usually live at the grassy/sedgy margins of streams, lakes, ponds, springs, and marshes and use 
stream-side small mammal burrows as shelter. Breeding typically occurs in small pools or ponds with 
little or no current surrounded by dense aquatic vegetation. The Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal 
provides potentially suitable habitat for Columbia spotted frogs. However, this canal is highly 
degraded—it is surrounded by invasive vegetation species (common reed); commercial, highway, and 
road development; and railroad tracks. Given the degradation of these resources, the habitat is low-
quality and is unlikely to support Columbia spotted frog populations. 

Galena–Soónkahni Preserve. The Project would permanently acquire an approximately 0.23-acre strip of 
land along the southeast corner of the Galena–Soónkahni Preserve just north of Bangerter Highway and 
immediately adjacent to the existing railroad ROW corridor. This area would be permanently converted 
to rail ROW. The Project would require an additional 0.39-acre strip of the preserve in this same area for 
a temporary construction easement (TCE), which would be used during construction only. On the 
northeast corner of the preserve, the Project would require another 0.03 acre of land for a TCE, about 
600 feet south of Vista Station Boulevard, again immediately adjacent to the existing railroad corridor. 
No wildlife and waterfowl refuge features or resources of the Galena–Soónkahni Preserve have been 
identified in the areas of permanent or temporary acquisition. Both the permanent and TCE impacts to 
the preserve would be immediately adjacent to the Union Pacific/UTA rail corridor, and neither the 
permanent nor temporary conversion of preserve land to transportation use would impact the wildlife 
and waterfowl features of the preserve. Section 4(f) de minimis impacts to the preserve, as well as 
mitigation to minimize impacts to the preserve during construction, are addressed in Part C: 
Environmental Evaluation, Item 6: Park and Recreation Resources, of the Categorical Exclusion 
worksheet. 

Mitigation 
Any shrub, tree, or tree limb removal should occur outside a general bird nesting season from April 15 to 
July 31. If removal must occur during this period, preconstruction nesting surveys of affected trees will 
be performed by a qualified biologist. If active nests are found, the nests cannot be removed until young 
have been confirmed to have fledged. If these measures are followed, the Project would not result in 
direct or incidental take under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection 
Act. 
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Utah Ecological Services Field Office
2369 West Orton Circle, Suite 50
West Valley City, UT 84119-7603

Phone: (801) 975-3330 Fax: (801) 975-3331
https://fws.gov/office/utah-ecological-services

In Reply Refer To: 
Project Code: 2022-0053602 
Project Name: UTA FrontRunner Environmental - Draper Project Area
 
Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project 

location or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as 
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of your 
proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the 
requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the 
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of 
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to 
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to 
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical 
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of the 
Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can be 
completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be 
completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and 
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested 
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed list.

The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and the 
ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the 
Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required to 
utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and endangered 
species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered species and/or 
designated critical habitat.

A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having 
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the 
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2) 
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(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological 
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may 
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended 
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.

If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation, that 
listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the 
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service 
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed 
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7 
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered 
Species Consultation Handbook" at:

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF

Migratory Birds: In addition to responsibilities to protect threatened and endangered species 
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), there are additional responsibilities under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) to 
protect native birds from project-related impacts. Any activity, intentional or unintentional, 
resulting in take of migratory birds, including eagles, is prohibited unless otherwise permitted by 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)). For more 
information regarding these Acts see https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations.php.

The MBTA has no provision for allowing take of migratory birds that may be unintentionally 
killed or injured by otherwise lawful activities. It is the responsibility of the project proponent to 
comply with these Acts by identifying potential impacts to migratory birds and eagles within 
applicable NEPA documents (when there is a federal nexus) or a Bird/Eagle Conservation Plan 
(when there is no federal nexus). Proponents should implement conservation measures to avoid 
or minimize the production of project-related stressors or minimize the exposure of birds and 
their resources to the project-related stressors. For more information on avian stressors and 
recommended conservation measures see https://www.fws.gov/birds/bird-enthusiasts/threats-to- 
birds.php.

In addition to MBTA and BGEPA, Executive Order 13186: Responsibilities of Federal Agencies 
to Protect Migratory Birds, obligates all Federal agencies that engage in or authorize activities 
that might affect migratory birds, to minimize those effects and encourage conservation measures 
that will improve bird populations. Executive Order 13186 provides for the protection of both 
migratory birds and migratory bird habitat. For information regarding the implementation of 
Executive Order 13186, please visit https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/ 
executive-orders/e0-13186.php.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages 
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project 
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Code in the header of 
this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project that you submit 
to our office.
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Official Species List
USFWS National Wildlife Refuges and Fish Hatcheries
Migratory Birds
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Official Species List
This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the 
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether 
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed 
action".

This species list is provided by:

Utah Ecological Services Field Office
2369 West Orton Circle, Suite 50
West Valley City, UT 84119-7603
(801) 975-3330
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1.

Endangered Species Act Species
There is a total of 3 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list.

Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include 
species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species 
list because a project could affect downstream species.

IPaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA 
Fisheries , as USFWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the 
Department of Commerce.

See the "Critical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially 
within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office 
if you have questions.

NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an 
office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of 
Commerce.

Birds
NAME STATUS

Yellow-billed Cuckoo Coccyzus americanus
Population: Western U.S. DPS
There is final critical habitat for this species. The location of the critical habitat is not available.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3911

Threatened

Insects
NAME STATUS

Monarch Butterfly Danaus plexippus
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9743

Candidate

Flowering Plants
NAME STATUS

Ute Ladies'-tresses Spiranthes diluvialis
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2159

Threatened

Critical habitats
THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S 
JURISDICTION.

1
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USFWS National Wildlife Refuge Lands And Fish 
Hatcheries
Any activity proposed on lands managed by the National Wildlife Refuge system must undergo a 
'Compatibility Determination' conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to 
discuss any questions or concerns.

THERE ARE NO REFUGE LANDS OR FISH HATCHERIES WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA.
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1.
2.
3.

Migratory Birds
Certain birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act  and the Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act .

Any person or organization who plans or conducts activities that may result in impacts to 
migratory birds, eagles, and their habitats should follow appropriate regulations and consider 
implementing appropriate conservation measures, as described below.

The Migratory Birds Treaty Act of 1918.
The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940.
50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)

The birds listed below are birds of particular concern either because they occur on the 
USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) list or warrant special attention in your 
project location. To learn more about the levels of concern for birds on your list and how this 
list is generated, see the FAQ below. This is not a list of every bird you may find in this location, 
nor a guarantee that every bird on this list will be found in your project area. To see exact 
locations of where birders and the general public have sighted birds in and around your project 
area, visit the E-bird data mapping tool (Tip: enter your location, desired date range and a species 
on your list). For projects that occur off the Atlantic Coast, additional maps and models detailing 
the relative occurrence and abundance of bird species on your list are available. Links to 
additional information about Atlantic Coast birds, and other important information about your 
migratory bird list, including how to properly interpret and use your migratory bird report, can be 
found below.

For guidance on when to schedule activities or implement avoidance and minimization measures 
to reduce impacts to migratory birds on your list, click on the PROBABILITY OF PRESENCE 
SUMMARY at the top of your list to see when these birds are most likely to be present and 
breeding in your project area.

NAME
BREEDING 
SEASON

American White Pelican pelecanus erythrorhynchos
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird Conservation Regions 
(BCRs) in the continental USA
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6886

Breeds Apr 1 to 
Aug 31

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but warrants attention 
because of the Eagle Act or for potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types 
of development or activities.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1626

Breeds Dec 1 to 
Aug 31

1
2
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NAME
BREEDING 
SEASON

Bobolink Dolichonyx oryzivorus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.

Breeds May 20 
to Jul 31

Cassin's Finch Carpodacus cassinii
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9462

Breeds May 15 
to Jul 15

Evening Grosbeak Coccothraustes vespertinus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.

Breeds May 15 
to Aug 10

Franklin's Gull Leucophaeus pipixcan
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.

Breeds May 1 to 
Jul 31

Lesser Yellowlegs Tringa flavipes
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9679

Breeds 
elsewhere

Lewis's Woodpecker Melanerpes lewis
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9408

Breeds Apr 20 
to Sep 30

Long-eared Owl asio otus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3631

Breeds Mar 1 to 
Jul 15

Olive-sided Flycatcher Contopus cooperi
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3914

Breeds May 20 
to Aug 31

Pinyon Jay Gymnorhinus cyanocephalus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9420

Breeds Feb 15 
to Jul 15

Rufous Hummingbird selasphorus rufus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8002

Breeds Apr 15 
to Jul 15

Sage Thrasher Oreoscoptes montanus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird Conservation Regions 
(BCRs) in the continental USA
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9433

Breeds Apr 15 
to Aug 10
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1.

2.

3.

NAME
BREEDING 
SEASON

Virginia's Warbler Vermivora virginiae
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9441

Breeds May 1 to 
Jul 31

Western Grebe aechmophorus occidentalis
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6743

Breeds Jun 1 to 
Aug 31

Willet Tringa semipalmata
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.

Breeds Apr 20 
to Aug 5

Probability Of Presence Summary
The graphs below provide our best understanding of when birds of concern are most likely to be 
present in your project area. This information can be used to tailor and schedule your project 
activities to avoid or minimize impacts to birds. Please make sure you read and understand the 
FAQ "Proper Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report" before using or attempting 
to interpret this report.

Probability of Presence ( )

Each green bar represents the bird's relative probability of presence in the 10km grid cell(s) your 
project overlaps during a particular week of the year. (A year is represented as 12 4-week 
months.) A taller bar indicates a higher probability of species presence. The survey effort (see 
below) can be used to establish a level of confidence in the presence score. One can have higher 
confidence in the presence score if the corresponding survey effort is also high.

How is the probability of presence score calculated? The calculation is done in three steps:

The probability of presence for each week is calculated as the number of survey events in 
the week where the species was detected divided by the total number of survey events for 
that week. For example, if in week 12 there were 20 survey events and the Spotted Towhee 
was found in 5 of them, the probability of presence of the Spotted Towhee in week 12 is 
0.25.
To properly present the pattern of presence across the year, the relative probability of 
presence is calculated. This is the probability of presence divided by the maximum 
probability of presence across all weeks. For example, imagine the probability of presence 
in week 20 for the Spotted Towhee is 0.05, and that the probability of presence at week 12 
(0.25) is the maximum of any week of the year. The relative probability of presence on 
week 12 is 0.25/0.25 = 1; at week 20 it is 0.05/0.25 = 0.2.
The relative probability of presence calculated in the previous step undergoes a statistical 
conversion so that all possible values fall between 0 and 10, inclusive. This is the 
probability of presence score.
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1.

2.

What does IPaC use to generate the list of migratory birds that potentially occur in my 
specified location? 
The Migratory Bird Resource List is comprised of USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern 
(BCC) and other species that may warrant special attention in your project location.

The migratory bird list generated for your project is derived from data provided by the Avian 
Knowledge Network (AKN). The AKN data is based on a growing collection of survey, banding, 
and citizen science datasets and is queried and filtered to return a list of those birds reported as 
occurring in the 10km grid cell(s) which your project intersects, and that have been identified as 
warranting special attention because they are a BCC species in that area, an eagle (Eagle Act 
requirements may apply), or a species that has a particular vulnerability to offshore activities or 
development.

Again, the Migratory Bird Resource list includes only a subset of birds that may occur in your 
project area. It is not representative of all birds that may occur in your project area. To get a list 
of all birds potentially present in your project area, please visit the Rapid Avian Information 
Locator (RAIL) Tool.

What does IPaC use to generate the probability of presence graphs for the migratory birds 
potentially occurring in my specified location? 
The probability of presence graphs associated with your migratory bird list are based on data 
provided by the Avian Knowledge Network (AKN). This data is derived from a growing 
collection of survey, banding, and citizen science datasets.

Probability of presence data is continuously being updated as new and better information 
becomes available. To learn more about how the probability of presence graphs are produced and 
how to interpret them, go the Probability of Presence Summary and then click on the "Tell me 
about these graphs" link.

How do I know if a bird is breeding, wintering or migrating in my area? 
To see what part of a particular bird's range your project area falls within (i.e. breeding, 
wintering, migrating or year-round), you may query your location using the RAIL Tool and look 
at the range maps provided for birds in your area at the bottom of the profiles provided for each 
bird in your results. If a bird on your migratory bird species list has a breeding season associated 
with it, if that bird does occur in your project area, there may be nests present at some point 
within the timeframe specified. If "Breeds elsewhere" is indicated, then the bird likely does not 
breed in your project area.

What are the levels of concern for migratory birds? 
Migratory birds delivered through IPaC fall into the following distinct categories of concern:

"BCC Rangewide" birds are Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) that are of concern 
throughout their range anywhere within the USA (including Hawaii, the Pacific Islands, 
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands);
"BCC - BCR" birds are BCCs that are of concern only in particular Bird Conservation 
Regions (BCRs) in the continental USA; and
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3. "Non-BCC - Vulnerable" birds are not BCC species in your project area, but appear on 
your list either because of the Eagle Act requirements (for eagles) or (for non-eagles) 
potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types of development or activities 
(e.g. offshore energy development or longline fishing).

Although it is important to try to avoid and minimize impacts to all birds, efforts should be made, 
in particular, to avoid and minimize impacts to the birds on this list, especially eagles and BCC 
species of rangewide concern. For more information on conservation measures you can 
implement to help avoid and minimize migratory bird impacts and requirements for eagles, 
please see the FAQs for these topics.

Details about birds that are potentially affected by offshore projects 
For additional details about the relative occurrence and abundance of both individual bird species 
and groups of bird species within your project area off the Atlantic Coast, please visit the 
Northeast Ocean Data Portal. The Portal also offers data and information about other taxa besides 
birds that may be helpful to you in your project review. Alternately, you may download the bird 
model results files underlying the portal maps through the NOAA NCCOS Integrative Statistical 
Modeling and Predictive Mapping of Marine Bird Distributions and Abundance on the Atlantic 
Outer Continental Shelf project webpage.

Bird tracking data can also provide additional details about occurrence and habitat use 
throughout the year, including migration. Models relying on survey data may not include this 
information. For additional information on marine bird tracking data, see the Diving Bird Study 
and the nanotag studies or contact Caleb Spiegel or Pam Loring.

What if I have eagles on my list? 
If your project has the potential to disturb or kill eagles, you may need to obtain a permit to avoid 
violating the Eagle Act should such impacts occur.

Proper Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report 
The migratory bird list generated is not a list of all birds in your project area, only a subset of 
birds of priority concern. To learn more about how your list is generated, and see options for 
identifying what other birds may be in your project area, please see the FAQ "What does IPaC 
use to generate the migratory birds potentially occurring in my specified location". Please be 
aware this report provides the "probability of presence" of birds within the 10 km grid cell(s) that 
overlap your project; not your exact project footprint. On the graphs provided, please also look 
carefully at the survey effort (indicated by the black vertical bar) and for the existence of the "no 
data" indicator (a red horizontal bar). A high survey effort is the key component. If the survey 
effort is high, then the probability of presence score can be viewed as more dependable. In 
contrast, a low survey effort bar or no data bar means a lack of data and, therefore, a lack of 
certainty about presence of the species. This list is not perfect; it is simply a starting point for 
identifying what birds of concern have the potential to be in your project area, when they might 
be there, and if they might be breeding (which means nests might be present). The list helps you 
know what to look for to confirm presence, and helps guide you in knowing when to implement 
conservation measures to avoid or minimize potential impacts from your project activities, 
should presence be confirmed. To learn more about conservation measures, visit the FAQ "Tell 
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me about conservation measures I can implement to avoid or minimize impacts to migratory 
birds" at the bottom of your migratory bird trust resources page.
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IPaC User Contact Information
Agency: Utah Department of Transportation
Name: Joshua McMillin
Address: 2825 E Cottonwood Pkwy Suite 200
City: Salt Lake City
State: UT
Zip: 84124
Email joshua.mcmillin@hdrinc.com
Phone: 8015098143




