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Public Issues of Importance

Ranked using a 1 - 5 scale with one meaning “Not at all important”
and five meaning “Very important.”

[-15 Altemative
Minimize property relocations

Highest traffic volumes [

Most direct route

Doesn't divide communities 3.83
Minimize impacts to biological resources 3.72
Minimize wetland impacts 3.70
Enhance Recreational Opportunities | 0.00

Compliment Regional Transportation Plan | 0.00

Minimize impact to flood plains 3.86
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Minimize impact to agricultural properties 4.03
Minimize noise impacts 403
Ease congestion (East-West) 4.00

Lowest project cost S BT T s e s sas| 3 .04

0.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00

5.00
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-15 Alternative

Our idea for measuring this issue:

» Optimal freeway spacing based on development
density
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» Based on optimal freeway
spacing calculated using the
NCHRP 365 manual (p.130)

« Optimal spacing of freeways
can be derived from the density
of development in the
surrounding area

» Because the future density of
West Weber varies we have
calculated a range to indicate
the optimal spacing of 2.7 miles
to 5.3 miles distance away from
a 6 lane freeway (I-15)

* The optimal spacing is
iIndicated on the map with a
clear background

. Best Alignment 1 Alignment 2 Alignment 3A | Alignment 3B Alignment 4 Alignment 5 Alignment 6
& Good North Segment
O Average Central Segment
@ Poor South Segment
® Bad
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Minimize Property Relocatlons -

» Based on the number of
structures (buildings)
impacted by each corridor
* Number of structures
counted using 2006 aerial
photography in
conjunction with 2008
county parcel information

Number of Structures Impacted
Alignment | Alignment | Alignment | Alignment | Alignment | Alignment | Alignment
1 2 IA 3B 4 5 6
|North Segment 23 23 54 20 18 18 18]
Central Segment 85 36 36 aal 18| el 1| |
|South Segment 117 117 117 11‘r| 11?| 117| 117
@ Best Alignment 1 Alignment 2 Alignment 3A | Alignment 3B Alignment 4 Alignment 5 Alignment 6
& Good North Segment
O Average Central Segment
@ Poor South Segment

@® Bad



Highest Traffic Volume
Our idea for measuring this issue:
» 2040 daily traffic volumes by corridor alignment

» 2040 daily traffic volumes have been updated to
include development in Little Mountain area
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Highest Trafflc Volume

e Based on possible future |
2040 daily traffic volumes
by corridor alignment

« 2040 daily traffic
volumes determined
using the WFRC Regional
Travel Demand Model

* Possible 2040 socio-
economics inputs ( land
use) were used to run the
model (page 3)

. Best Alignment 1 Alignment 2 Alignment 3A | Alignment 3B Alignment 4 Alignment 5 Alignment 6
& Good North Segment
O Average Central Segment
@ Poor South Segment




