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M E M O R A N D U M  

DATE: May 24, 2006   

TO: City Council Members 

FROM: Russell Weeks 

RE: Presentation: I-80, State Street to 1300 East Improvement Study 

CC: Cindy Gust-Jenson, Rocky Fluhart, Louis Zunguze, DJ Baxter, Alex Ikefuna, Tim 
Harpst, Kevin Young, Gary Mumford, Janice Jardine 

 
 This memorandum pertains to a scheduled presentation of the I-80, State Street to 1300 
East Improvement Study on May 30. Kim Clark of H.W. Lochner and Jim Horrocks of Horrocks 
Engineering will make the presentation on behalf of the Utah Department of Transportation. The 
presentation is scheduled to include a roughly 15-minute Power Point presentation based on the 
attached document. 
 
 The Utah Department of Transportation held six open-house meetings between April 18 
and May 18 with residents of neighborhoods near Interstate 80. According to UDOT 
representatives, the department mailed 5,000 meeting notices. About 200 people attended the 
open houses. UDOT representatives also met with about 25 residents at a City-sponsored meeting 
on May 23 and with the Salt Lake City Planning Commission on May 24. 
 
KEY POINTS  
 

• The proposed project is a roughly $104 million project, according to the UDOT Internet 
website. It currently is in a study phase. If UDOT decides to pursue the project, design 
would begin in fall 2006, and construction would start in fall 2007 or spring 2008.1 

 
• UDOT representatives plan to bring four issues before the City Council: 

 
 Potential changes to Driggs Avenue near 1300 East Street that would 

include closing Driggs Avenue west of 1300 East. Closing the avenue 
probably would require the demolition of two homes. 

 Closing 600 East Street to automobile traffic where the street runs 
underneath the interstate highway. 

 Modifying Elizabeth Sherman Park which is located at 2400 South and 
Highland Drive. 

 Using noise walls along the I-80 corridor. 
 

• According to UDOT representatives, priorities for using the $104 million allocated for 
the project are: 

 
 Safety improvements. 
 Replacing worn structures and pavement. 
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 Improving I-80’s capacity to carry traffic. 
 Noise walls. 
 Aesthetics. 

 
• It should be noted that UDOT representatives indicated that capacity improvements and 

noise walls generally are considered together because if carrying capacity increases, noise 
walls have to be considered as a way to mitigate increased noise. It might also be noted 
here that one UDOT representative indicated that the project might require 12-foot-high 
to 16-foot-high noise walls almost the full length of the I-80 corridor with the exception 
of commercial areas near downtown Salt Lake City and possibly at 1300 East Street. In 
addition, noise walls might be built first to mitigate construction noise.2 

 
• The project is expected to remain mostly within existing UDOT right of way. However, 

“minor areas of land will need to be obtained, specifically at State Street and at 700 
East.”3 

 
ISSUES/QUESTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION 
 

• What is the Administration’s position or viewpoint of the study and project? 
• Would repairs to structures and pavement dampen traffic sound enough to eliminate the 

need for noise walls? 
• Where are the sections on State Street and 700 East Street where the right of way might 

be expanded? What properties would be affected by expanding the right of way? 
• What specific modifications might be made to Elizabeth Sherman Park? 

 
DISCUSSION/BACKGROUND 
 
 The project under study will be paid entirely with State of Utah funds. According to an 
Improvement Study slide, UDOT identified ramp lengths, pavement deterioration, median 
treatment, the structural integrity of the highway system, congestion, and traffic safety as issues 
the study should address. In addition, the study has listed the following items as identified by the 
public: noise, schedule, utility conflicts, community cohesion, and impacts to surface streets. 
 
 The study currently is in a public comment phase that will run through most of the 
summer. Later in the summer, UDOT will publish the study. After the study is published there 
will be a 30-day public comment period including a public hearing. 
 
 It should be noted that Salt Lake City Planning Commissioners suggested that other states 
include the potential for light rail lines in highway project plans and that UDOT might consider 
doing the same for the Interstate 80 corridor, particularly long-term to address Summit County 
population growth.4 
 
 The following is intended to address the four items listed by UDOT representatives in 
more detail. 
 
DRIGGS AVENUE 
 
 The Interstate 80 eastbound exit for 1300 East Street runs parallel to Driggs Avenue 
which is south of the exit ramp. UDOT would like to close the west end of Driggs Avenue and 
make a cul-de-sac. The cul-de-sac appears to do two things. One, the cul-de-sac would eliminate 
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conflicts between cars from the exit ramp turning right onto 1300 East Street and cars turning 
right from Driggs Avenue onto 1300 East Street. Two, it would allow improvements for exiting 
traffic so that traffic would not back up onto Interstate 80. The proposal might require City 
Council action to close Driggs Avenue at that location. According to UDOT representatives, the 
department views reconfiguring the exit ramp as a safety issue and a major component of the 
project. 
 
CLOSING 600 EAST STREET TO AUTOMOBILE TRAFFIC 
 
 According to UDOT representatives, the department supports closing the street to 
automobile traffic. The presentation poses the issue this way: “Would closing 600 East to 
motorized vehicle traffic and providing a pedestrian underpass better serve the community?” One 
result of closing the street to motorized traffic would be that a bridge spanning 600 East could be 
shortened considerably. UDOT representatives indicated that shortening the span could save up to 
$3 million – some of which could be re-allocated to improve the aesthetics of noise walls. 
Closing the street would require City Council action. 
 
MODIFYING ELIZABETH SHERMAN PARK 
 
 The Sugar House Master Plan describes Elizabeth Sherman Park as “a 1.5- acre linear 
park located behind the UP&L Southeast Power Station between Elizabeth Street and the 
Interstate 80 overpass. The park was built in 1987 through efforts of the Sugar House 
CommunityCouncil, with contributions from UP&L and UDOT. It is built over the former 
Brickyard railroad spur, and connects the Jordan and Salt Lake City Canal corridor to the Parleys 
Creek/Denver & Rio Grand Railway trail corridor.” 
 
 UDOT representatives indicated that residents near the park would like the park 
improved to deter loitering, improve safety and reduce crime. Modifications also would provide 
pedestrian and bicycle access, better landscaping and additional lighting.5 According to a UDOT 
representative, the department owns the park. 
 
NOISE WALLS 
 
 The project includes adding additional traffic lanes within the Interstate 80 right of way. 
According to an Improvement Study slide, “if lanes are added to I-80, noise will be mitigated 
where feasible.” As mentioned previously, noise walls might be a component of the project 
throughout most of its length.  
 
 To determine if noise walls are necessary, UDOT would take a reading of current noise 
decibels near the freeway. The department then would use the readings and future estimated 
traffic levels to project future noise levels and “sound contours” – more or less a topographical 
map of noise affected by landscape and structures. 
 
 Utah Administrative Code R930-3 requires that sound barriers must reduce noise levels 
by at least five decibels for “typical impacted receivers nearest the highway.” The code also says 
in part, “Noise abatement may not be planned after local government department and impacted 
residents’ involvement if a majority of them are in opposition or indifferent to noise mitigation.” 
To determine support or opposition, UDOT would send ballot to people who would have a five-
decibel reduction in noise based on the “sound contours.” If 75 percent of those who receive 
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ballots and who live closest to a noise wall support building a wall, UDOT will proceed to build a 
noise wall.  
 

If a wall is built UDOT would be responsible for maintaining the side closest to the 
freeway. The property owner on the other side of the wall would be responsible for maintaining 
that side. 

 
Another section of R930 says, “The Department shall coordinate in the local government 

review process with regard to aesthetics, height, and other design features of the proposed noise 
abatement measure.” 

 
Salt Lake City’s Zoning Ordinance – Section 21A.40.120 – has height restrictions on 

fences and walls but appears to deal largely with private property. Another section – 21A.52.100 
– says, “The board of adjustment may grant a special exception to exceed the height limits 
established for fences and walls in part IV, chapter 21A.40 of this title” under certain conditions. 
One of those conditions includes the following: “Fences, walls or other similar structures which 
exceed the allowable height limits, in cases where it is determined that an undesirable condition 
exists because of the abnormal intrusion of offensive levels of noise, pollution, light or other 
encroachments on the rights to privacy, safety, security and aesthetics.” 

 
The Sugar House Master Plan also includes this paragraph: 
 
“Fairmont Park -- When the detailed planning for the Interstate-80 reconstruction 

project is commenced by UDOT, the issue of buffering Fairmont Park should be addressed. 
Whether through increased vegetation or sound walls, the investment the City has in Fairmont 
Park and the experience of the park user needs to be protected. In order to address all of these 
needs in a comprehensive manner, a master plan for the park is recommended.” 
 
   
 

  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                           
1 Improvement Study slide, Page 2; Planning & Zoning Division Memorandum, Page 2, Question 11. 
2 Planning & Zoning Division Memorandum, Page 2, Question 4. 
3 3 Planning & Zoning Division Memorandum, Page 2, Question 13. 
4 Summary of the Planning Commission I-80 Meeting (May 24, 2006). 
5 Improvement Study slide.  



MEMORANDUM 
45 1 South State Street, Room 406 
Salt Lake City, Utah 841 1 1 
(801) 535-7757 

Planning and zoning Division 
Department of Community Development 

TO: Louis Zunguze, Community Development Director 

FROM: Alex Ikefuna - Planning Director 

DATE: May 24,2006 

CC: Brent Wilde, Deputy Community Development Director 
Tim Harpst, Transportation Division Director 

SUBJECT: 1-80 Presentation at Sprague Library in Sugar House 

On May 23,2006, the Salt Lake City Transportation and Salt Lake City Planning Divisj.ons co-hosted a 
community meeting at the Sprague Library in Sugar House to discuss the Utah Department of Transportation's 
1-80 Reconstruction project. Approximately 25 members of the public attended t h s  meeting. 

As you are aware, UDOT is in the environmental planning stage for a reconstruction, project along 1-80 from 
State Street to 1300 East. One critical aspect of this stage is to obtain public input regarding the project. 
Consultants for UDOT presented an overview of the project and entertained a question and answer session at 
the community meeting. The following is a list of questions and answers, as well as comments, expressed by 
various members of the public during this meeting as noted by Planning Staff 

1. Comment - The numbers presented for reported accidents at each of the interchanges appears to be 
underestimated. This comment was made by a former police officer who responded to accidents along 
this section of the freeway for a period of six years. The consultant responded that any additional 
information that this member of the public could provide would be helpful in presenting the case that 
accidents along this stretch of the freeway are a problem and a significant safety concern. 

2.  Question - Has there been much opposition from the public regarding sound walls? 
Answer - A couple, but the overwhelming response has been in favor of sound walls. UDOT utilizes a 
ballotlvoting system to obtain input as to whether or not a neighborhood wants sound walls installed. 

3. Question - What is the volume of traffic increase along this section of freeway in the last 10 years? 
Answer - The consultant responded that he did not have numbers readily available at the meeting, but 
noted that a great amount of the noise produced fiom this stretch of freeway is due to road deterioration 
and not necessarily increased traffic volumes. 



Question - What are some of the impacts to be expected during the construction? 
Answer - In terms of noise, sound walls will most like be constructed first to help mitigate the noise 
impact. The construction will be "phased, and "Rapid Construction Techniques" such as prefabricated 
bridges constructed off-site will be used to mitigate noise. It is difficult to balance construction and 
noise impact during the day and night hours, but the contractors will be sensitive to this issue. Of 
course, there will be traffic impacts (delays) due to the construction. 

Question - Explain how costs can be decreased for the proposal at 600 East? 
Answer - A reduction in the existing bridge lengths causes costs to decrease. This savings can be used 
for other aspects of the project such as aesthetic enhancements. 

Question - How much of the funding for this project is Federal? 
Answer - This project is State funded. 

Question - Is there any consideration for pedestrian crossings, specifically at 1300 East with the 
proposed fiee flow turn lane? 
Answer -Pedestrian crossings are an issue that must be addressed. 

Comment - A citizen noted that those turning right at the top of the 1300 East eastbound exit often turn 
right again at Parkway and proceed down to Highland Drive to access the Sugar House Business 
District. This citizen wanted to know if any traffic calming measures were proposed to mitigate the 
traffic impact on Parkway. Salt Lake City Transportation Division responded that changes to the 
interstate often have other impacts and traffic impact mitigation could be examined for Parkway. 

Comment - If 600 East is closed to vehicular traffic, a park at either end of the underpass would be 
preferable to aesthetic treatments to the underpass itself 

Question - How can dust be mitigated at State Street? 
Answer - New pavement (although this too will deteriorate over time) and sound walls can and will 
mitigate some dust impact. 

Question - What is the timeframe between the decision to build the project and the actual construction? 
Answer - Should -the decision to be made to go ahead and build the project, construction would take 
place starting in Fall 2007 or Spring 2008. It is anticipated that the construction would take place over 
two building seasons. 

Comment - It appears that with the construction of retaining and noise walls, combined with the 
required slope, the physical structures of the interstate will be closer to several residences. 

Question - The existing chain link fence that borders the freeway is the extent of the current right-of- 
way? Will more right-of-way n,eed to be obtained for construction? 
Answer - Additional, yet minor, areas of land will need to be obtained, specifically at State Street and at 
700 East. 



Summary of the Planning Commission 1-80 Meeting (May 24, 2006) 

At 652 p.m., Ms. Clark concluded the presentation and requested comments from the 
Commissioners. 

Commissioner Diamond extended appreciation for the presentation, and expressed 
concern regarding the integration of potential light rail into the 1-80 project plan. He noted 
numerous states include the potential for light rail into project plans and suggested the 
topic be considered in the further development of the plan. He requested additional 
insight from Ms. Clark regarding the project's intensions for developnlent of light rail 
within the lnterstate corridors. 

Ms. Clark stated that UTA and WFRC had worked with UDOT on the plan, and noted 
that plans to identify other modes of transportation were being considered for the long 
range plan. She stated that funding for the rail line would be from a different source with 
the potential of using the Sugar House Spur Line. In response to Commissioner 
Diamond's comment regarding light rail within the lnterstate corridors, Ms. Clark 
commented that UTA has been addressing the light rail approach with the consideration 
of the existing line south of 2100 South. She stated that HOV lanes in the median are 
being considered by UDOT. 

Commissioner Diamond stated that the growth of Summit County should be a concern 
and considered when preparing a plan for the transportation in the area. He requested 
UDOT to consider the light rail, or regular gauge trains, to move people more efficiently 
with non-vehicular means. He stated that the Planning Commission considers long-term 
planning, and acknowledges the budget and safety concerns for lnterstate 80, but 
requested additional thought be taken for potential long-term action. 

Ms. Clark stated that she would transmit the concerns and suggestions to WFRC, but 
that the funding for the proposed project is generally for safety improvements. 

Commissioner Chambless agreed with the comments stated by Commissioner Diamond 
and included that the general purpose lanes, could serve as a potential for light rail when 
considering long-term transit concerns. 



Russell: 
  
In addition to the information Alex has shared, I would like to provide you with comments from the 
Transportation Advisory Board and the issues this office sees as items the City Council may wish 
to question UDOT about at the briefing.  Because of the shortness of time between the recent 
meetings and the upcoming briefing, I am providing this information to you such that you can, in 
turn, provide it to City Council in preparation for the briefing. 
  
TAB 
At the May 1 TAB meeting, UDOT presented the environmental study they are doing.  TAB stated 
they would like UDOT to return to their June 5 TAB meeting to present the results of the various 
neighborhood meetings they have conducted over the past couple of weeks.  TAB expects to 
take some positions regarding aspects of the proposed improvements at their June meeting.  
However, they did feel strongly enough about one matter that they made a unanimous 
recommendation regarding 600 East at their May meeting.  TAB recommended that at a 
minimum, a bicycle and pedestrian way remain under I-80 at 600 East. 
  
ISSUES 
There are 5 issues that City staff have identified that the City administration and/or City Council 
may well wish to make recommendations on.  UDOT, to their credit, has asked that the City 
consider providing them recommendations of any kind on this project, but they are very interested 
in the following: 
  
1.  Proposal to cul-de-sac Driggs Avenue at 1300 East. 
The planned improvements provide additional vehicle stacking space on the eastbound off-ramp 
plus a free right turn lane for east-to-south traffic.  The project is primarily being pursued by 
UDOT as a safety matter.  At this location, traffic routinely backs down the ramp onto the mainline 
of I-80.  This location has the highest crash statistics and these types of crashes are often severe 
due to the high speed on mainline traffic.  In order to install the improvements that would correct 
the problem, Driggs would need to be closed and the two houses immediately west of 1300 East 
purchased and removed to construct a cul-de-sac.  Closing Driggs has been a proposed action 
for a number of years.  This office concurs that the safety problem needs to be corrected.  UDOT 
has requested to go through the City's street closure process.  If the City does not go through 
such a process or if the result of processing such a request does not result in a closure, UDOT 
will assess it's ability to close the street anyway using their authority and the seriousness of the 
safety problem as justification. 
  
2.  Noise Abatement. 
UDOT's study consultant, Horrocks Engineers, is currently performing noise analysis along this 
section of I-80.  Their preliminary work indicates that noise abatement, highly likely in the form of 
noise walls, would meet the UDOT criteria which is basically to provide noise abatement as part 
of the project improvements if the nearby residents agree to have them as determined in a ballot 
process.  UDOT has asked if the City has any comment on this matter.  The City does not have 
any adopted preferences regarding noise walls.  Those that have been installed in recent years 
have followed UDOT's criteria. 
  
3.  Aesthetics. 
UDOT has asked the City and general public for input on aesthetic matters relative to the project.  
A workshop has been held in which City staff and interested citizens have participated to discuss 
types of aesthetic improvements such as landscaping.  In addition, UDOT has stated that they 
intend to spend their entire $104 million budget on the project and are willing to incorporate some 
or all savings, as the result of decisions or recommendations the City provides, to additional 
aesthetic improvements.  UDOT has been asked to be more specific about this. 
  



4.  Possible narrowing of Elizabeth Sherman Park. 
UDOT has suggested that if the City concurs, the bridge over Highland Drive and this park could 
be replaced with a narrower bridge that spans Highland, but not as much of the park as at 
present.  This would save funds that could be used toward aesthetics elsewhere on the project.  
The current bridge was built to span the road and a rail line that has since been abandoned and a 
small park with winding sidewalks now takes its place.  The suggestion is to not have as wide an 
opening on the west side of the street.  There have been problems with vagrants and illegal 
activities in this area induced or enhanced by the otherwise unused space west of the streetside 
sidewalk.  The underlying ground where the park exists under I-80 is owned by UDOT. 
  
5.  Possible narrowing or closure of 600 East. 
UDOT has suggested that if the City concurs, 600 East could be closed or narrowed to preclude 
car traffic, but still allow bicycle and pedestrian movement.  Savings from a shortening or 
elimination of the interstate overpass bridge could be put toward project aesthetics.  UDOT has 
identified this as an idea to consider, but has no position on it.  UDOT will incorporate whatever 
preference the City has with respect to maintaining the street underpass as is, narrowing the 
bridge to allow bikes and peds only or eliminating the crossing entirely.  600 East currently carries 
about 1,400 cars per day and is a designated bicycle route.  Concerns would be impacts to 
nearby streets if the road was closed to auto traffic.  Because this is an existing bicycle route, this 
office concurs with TAB that at least the bicycle and pedestrian movements under the interstate 
should be preserved.   
  
Because the analysis on several of the above issues have not been completed, we are not in a 
position to provide additional recommendations at this time.  The above information is intended to 
provide background for the upcoming briefing. 
  
 

Timothy P. Harpst, P.E., PTOE  

Transportation Director 

Salt Lake City Transportation Division Phone:  801 535-6630 

349 South 200 East, Suite 450   Fax:  801 535-6019 

Salt Lake City, Utah 84111   email:  tim.harpst@ci.slc.ut.us 
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