Apartments were to fully expand and would like to see that addressed
in the study.

Sound

Some residents stated that if additional lanes are added to Foothill
Drive they would like to have sound walls added to protect
neighborhoods from roadway noise and pollution.

Look and Feel

Some residents requested that aesthetic improvements be added to
Foothill Drive. Residents stated that they liked the center island and
trees near Foothill and Sunnyside and they would like to see more of
those throughout the corridor.

Access Control

One responder stated that Foothill Drive should be a controlled access
road with no traffic signals and pedestrian crossings only at major
cross streets. Another responder stated that Foothill Drive at
Sunnyside should be grade separated.

One responder stated that left turns should not be allowed onto
Sunnyside during peak traffic times and that the east approach at
2300 East and Foothill should be limited.

Reversible Lanes
One responder stated that the study needs to review the possibility of
reversible lanes on Foothill Drive.

Additional Lanes

One responder stated that Foothill Drive needs a merge lane from 1-80
to improve safety for cars transitioning to Foothill Drive. Another
responder stated that Foothill Drive may need to be expanded to 6
lanes with a center turn lane to maximize traffic flow.

2100 South between 2300 East and Foothill Drive

There was a concern regarding traffic flow at the 2300 East and 2100
South intersection. They asked that our study look at the traffic flow
and functioning at of 2100 south between 2300 east and Foothill
Drive.



Foothill Drive Corridor Study
May 13, 2008 Open House
Meeting Summary

On May 13, 2008, the Foothill Drive Corridor Study Team held its final public
open house at the University of Utah’s Rice-Eccles Stadium from 5:30 p.m. to
7:30 p.m. Over 40 residents, business owners, community members and
local government officials attended the open house. A formal presentation
was given at 6:00 p.m. and questions were answered after the presentation.

Each attendee was given a packet of project information including a fact
sheet, comment sheet, copy of the study recommendations. The public
comment table was in the center of the room for attendees to write and
submit their ideas, suggestions, questions or concerns about the project.
Project area maps were also on the tables for reference and representatives
from the project team spoke with and listened to the community members
throughout the night.

Below is a summary of issues that were received through public comment
from the open house.

Existing Right-of-way

Residents who attended the open house stated that they wanted
improvements within the area to utilize the current right-of-way and to
avoid taking residential homes for expansion.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Access

Some people expressed interest in providing bike amenities on Foothill
Drive, such as a bike lane or a shared pedestrian/bike sidewalk to
provide safer riding conditions on Foothill Drive. One resident stated
that she currently uses the sidewalk to ride her bike to the University
and suggested that signage be added to the sidewalks along Foothill
Drive identifying the area as a shared bike and pedestrian sidewalk.

A few residents stated that bicyclists should not use Foothill Drive
because of the high speeds and dangerous conditions. They stated
that bicyclists should be encouraged to use alternative routes.

Transit

Residents stated that they were supportive of increasing express bus
service on Foothill Drive. One responder stated that the express buses
needed to operate within peak hours and travel to and from strategic
locations to best serve transit users. Another responder stated that
increasing bus frequency (ideally, every 10 minutes) would increase
the number of bus users by making it a more convenient option. There
was also a question about the feasibility of extending a Trax line along
Foothill Drive to Little Cottonwood Canyon.



Bus /7 HOV Lane

Regarding the study alternative of a Bus/HOV lane, one attendee

stated that they would prefer a center Bus/HOV lane instead of an
outside lane that would have to interact with side street and local

traffic.

One responder stated that Bus/HOV lanes should only operate on
freeways and are not a good solution for Foothill Drive because it
would limit left-turn lanes into businesses and neighborhoods.

Reversible Lanes

Several residents made comments that they were supportive of the
reversible lane option. A few residents stated that they preferred the
reversible center lane option for Foothill Drive.

Meeting attendees expressed concern during the question and answer
period about the reversible lanes being better suited for a freeway
facility instead of a lower speed road through residential and business
areas. Residents asked questions about the potential signage and
difficulties in educating drivers about using reversible lanes.

Michigan Left

One attendee supported the idea of adding a “Michigan Left” to Foothill
Drive, but said that they preferred the Continuous Flow Intersection at
3500 South and Bangeter Highway in Salt Lake City.

Roadway Capacity

At the open house and through written comments, the study team
received questions regarding the traffic capacity for Foothill Drive.
One attendee wanted to know the maximum amount of traffic that
Foothill Drive could accommodate and what improvements could be
made within the current right-of-way to serve that maximum level of
traffic.

Other Suggested Roadway Improvements
1-80 and 1-215 Interchange at Foothill Drive
One attendee stated that the entrance onto Foothill from 1-215
and 1-80 is dangerous and Foothill Drive should be expanded to
three northbound lanes.

Foothill Drive and 1700 South

One resident stated that there was a need for an independent
right turn lane off of 1700 South to head south on Foothill Drive.
Currently, traffic is backed up with the current design of a left
turn lane and a straight/right lane. The resident believed that
there was enough room within the right-of-way to make three
independent lanes.



Signal Timing

One resident stated that the traffic signals should be adjusted to
give priority to traffic traveling north/south on Foothill Drive
would greatly improve the traffic congestion.

Park and Ride Lot

A few residents suggested that a park and ride lot be created at
the Walmart property. The issue was discussed during the open
house’s question and answer period. Project representatives
stated that transit services were being used primarily by
commuters from South Salt Lake County and not within the
Foothill Corridor.

Development of Side Streets

One of the written comments asked if developing side streets
near Foothill Drive would provide better alternatives and
alleviate traffic on Foothill Drive.

Additional Right Turn Lane East of University Stadium
One commenter stated that a right-turn only lane should be
added just east of the University’s stadium on Foothill Drive so
that traffic trying to exit off of Foothill Drive/500 South could
get off the road without causing through traffic to wait for them
to turn.

Landscaping, Sidewalks and aesthetics

Some residents requested aesthetic improvements, such as trees and
improved sidewalks to improve the neighborhood appeal. The
landscaped medians at Sunnyside and Foothill are important to the
community and should not be removed. One attendee stated that
more medians should be added to the corridor. Another attendee
requested a sound wall on the west side of Foothill Drive between
1700 South and Bryon Avenue. Residents were supportive of widening
sidewalks throughout the corridor.

Process and Timeline

Questions were raised during the formal presentation and through
written comments regarding how future decisions will be made
regarding Foothill Drive and when improvements can be expected. A
few attendees wanted to make sure that improvements to the area
would meet both short-term and long-term needs.

Air Quality
One attendee was concerned about the air pollution that was being
caused by the heavy and slow traffic on Foothill Drive.

University of Utah



Some residents stated that the University of Utah should increase their
transit incentive programs to manage students, faculty and staff
commuters. A few attendees asked about the University’s future plans
for managing the regional traffic.

One resident asked if growth at the University of Utah, Research Park
or the University Medical Center could be restricted so that Foothill
Drive would not need to be expanded. The resident asked if the
number of trips to and from the University area could be restricted or
if the University could somehow be required to fund additional bus
services in the area.


















Physical Description: This alternative would

couple enhanced bus service with traffic

. improvements, including adding auto lanes south

= of 2300 East for six continuous auto lanes in the

corridor. This alternative would also include a bus

gueue-jump lane at Sunnyside. For this option,

the two-way turn lane in the southern segment

would be replaced with a landscaped median and

l[imited turn pockets, resulting in a landscaped
median throughout most of the corridor.

Transit Service Plan: Local service (15 minute
frequency) and commuter express service (2-3 lines)
would be similar to baseline service, but travel times
would benefit from the planned queue-jump lane at
Sunnyside (where the greatest delays occur).
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Sidewalk Auto Lane Auto Lane Auto Lane Landscaped Auto Lane Auto Lane Auto Lane Sidewalk
Median

100°
Six Lanes with Landscaped Median

Benefits
Queue-jump Lane Operation at Sunnyside Adds roadway capacity
Slight improvement in traffic conditions

Improves transit travel time through most
congested intersection (Sunnyside)

Creates landscaped median throughout
Minimal right-of-way required

Challenges
Limited traffic improvement at Sunnyside

A A Left turns and parking restricted in south
segment

Conflicts with driveway access in south
segment

Sunnyside

No incentive for increased ridesharing
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Performance and Cost:
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~600 transit trips in peak hour
Transit serves 9% of peak trips
Estimated cost is ~ $5-7 million

Est. 2 minute travel time saving at Sunnyside
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Preliminary Evaluation Criteria:
Transit Mode Share

.. s Transit Travel Time

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES Total Person Trips Served

Transit Evaluation

Transit Mode Share in Peak Hour

Alt 1

20%

Transit Travel Time (minutes) on Foothill in Peak Hr

2030
Base

13:00

Traffic Analysis at Key Intersections

(PM Peak Hour Delay in Seconds)

200 ~

180

160

140

120 —— Sunnyside
=== 1300 South

1700 South
80 = % =2100 South

100

Delay (seconds)

60

40

20

0

Baseline

2030 Alternative

Pedestrian and Bicycle Provisions

Traffic Level-of-Service
Community Amenities
Pedestrian / Bicycle Provisions

Persons Served Per Lane
Southbound at Sunnyside (PM Peak Hour)

Alternative 1 - Bus Rapid Transit

Alternative 2 — Reversible Auto Lane
Alternative 3 — Bus / HOV Lane

Bus /
HOV

2000

Alternative 4 — Six Lanes with Bus Queue Jump Lane

Community Amenities

Alt. Median Sidewalks

Alt. Bicycle Pedestrian

Narrow
Sidewalks

1 None Widened

Baseline None

Possible shared

use of HOV Lane No Change

Possible shared

use of HOV Lane Widened

None No Change

Landscaped
Baseline (North) & Turn Narrow
Lane

Widen w/

BRT Lane Landscape

Reversible Lane No Change

Widen w/

Reduced in South Landscape

Landscaped

Throughout No Change

Land Use and
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