
July 19, 2021

To: TIPcomments@fivecounty.utah.gov

Subject: Conserve Southwest Utah’s Comments on the 2021-25 DMPO TIP

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 2021-25 Dixie MPO Transportation
Improvement Plan, and for the effort and thought that went into creating and maintaining the
plan.  We realize this planning is complex, from technical, political/governmental and
communications perspectives.  We appreciate the work done by the DMPO and generally think it
is well done, especially considering the constraints. The comments below reflect our thoughts
concerning issues and improvement ideas.

General comments:
1. The mechanics of meaningful public engagement

The process of finding and understanding transportation projects seems complex and difficult
for the average citizen to navigate, unless we are just unaware of process explanations.  We
suggest that a clear set of instructions be written (or referenced) to enable citizens to
understand what projects are planned, where, why, with what potential impacts, when, for
how much, paid from which source.  We request processes that would improve the early
visibility of projects and to enable citizen participation, analysis and proposal of alternatives
before solutions have become set. Such processes would be enabled by the ability to view
projects based on location, types of impacts, etc. Commenting on the TIP is not very
practical without the ability to more easily understand much more information than is
available in the TIP itself.  Here is our understanding of how that additional information
could be obtained, and we request that you correct our misunderstanding of these points if it
is incorrect:

● The earliest notice of a new or revised project is its presence in Chapter 6 –
Existing and Proposed Facilities of the DMPO long-range plan , accessed from
the DMPO website. Projects are identified with a project number, described with
a short single line of text, and are arranged by “phase”, which reflects the
construction timeframe.  To find a particular project, one has to know the phase
and the project number, or search through the short descriptions for something
that sounds familiar or search for the city code, if the primary city is known. This
makes it harder than it should be for interested citizens to submit meaningful input.

● The long-range plan is offered for public review yearly at the Transportation
Expo, and more explanation is usually available there.

● Each of these projects (regardless of size or funding source) are visible on UDOT
Unified Plan Viewer, by zooming in/out and moving the center point on the map
and hovering on a project “dot”.  However, one must know the approximate
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geographic location of the project on the map in order to find it.  The UDOT
project identifier is not the same as the DMPO Long-Range Plan project
identifier, requiring a manual comparison of project descriptions..

● The Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP), which is the subject of this comment
period, defines committed projects, funding and timing. Projects are identified by
a PIN and each has a short title. There is color coding and “funding type” coding
that are not translated in the TIP spreadsheet.  The TIP’s PIN is a different
identifier than the UDOT project identifier and those are both different from the
long-range plan’s project number, and the project titles and descriptions may also
be different on each plan.

● It’s not clear where the project’s detailed description can be found.  Some are
linked in the TIP Public Comment announcement, but not all.  Some have a map,
others have a textual/formatted description.  Where is the source of detailed
information for all projects?

Given these relationships between the information sources, it is very difficult for the public to
find issues early in the process, in time to question or introduce alternative concepts.  The
Long Valley Road, and its connection to the Southern Parkway. is a classic example, where
(apparently) better, cheaper, less environmentally-destructive alternatives, acceptable to all
parties, could have been considered had the public been aware.

There is no map locating each project that identifies ownership or nature of the land that will
be disturbed by the project, and there is no description of the potential disturbance, such as:

● Duration of the disturbance - temporary or permanent
● The nature of the disturbance – direct surface, noise, particulate, view, etc.
● The area impacted by the disturbance
● The ownership/management of the land – e.g., city, state, federal
● The protection classification of the land – e.g., ACEC, NCA

The BLM has indicated it will give early notice (presumably via a request for “scoping
comments”) of projects that may have impact to protected public land, but there is no
indication of how this will happen or how it can be assured.  Often, by the time “scoping
comments” are requested, the project has already been committed in the minds of local, state
and federal government offices and agencies, and the process of getting alternatives to be
considered is difficult.  Transportation planning should be leading the notification and
engagement process, not the BLM, at the point when a project is initially conceived. Its
potential to impact project lands or existing/planned development and owners should be
known.  Each project, upon conception, and revised as required through the planning process,
should be located on a map with a unique identifier and related to descriptions of the types of
impacts anticipated.  This would enable meaningful engagement of the public in the planning
process.  The current process does not enable such engagement.

2. Integrate municipal general/development/growth plans with transportation plans
Currently, it appears that integrated transportation planning is chasing dis-integrated
(city-specific) general plans intended to manage development and growth.  This chase
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supports and enables sprawl, and with it, the challenges of traffic congestion, pollution, and
wasteful water and energy use.  We support any efforts to implement Smart Growth policies
and to integrate transportation and growth planning. How can we do that?

Specific comments:
1. TIP PIN 17228: Northern Corridor
As we understand this project, $2M is designated for use 2022 to mature the design from the
30% level created to support the EIS to the 60% level required for the POD (Plan of
Development).  As all involved parties know, there is a lawsuit in progress that could
overturn the approval of the right-of-way for this highway.  If the lawsuit is successful, this
$2M of taxpayer money will have been wasted.  Please explain the logic and provide a risk
assessment of proceeding with this design work.  How can the potential waste of taxpayer
money be justified?

2. TIP PIN 18441 Washington 3650 South Extension (East Project)
This project is related to the Long Valley Road issue mentioned above as a classic example of
a process failure.  The design could have considered the location of the SR-7 interchange for
3650S to avoid violating protections for the ACEC, had the violation been visible.  We
continue to object to the location of this interchange and to the projects connecting roads to
it, even though that horse has left the barn.  If we are wrong in our interpretation of events,
please correct our understanding.  Until then, we will continue to use it as an example of the
flaws in the planning process highlighted in our first general comment above.  These flaws
have, and will continue to cause unnecessary environmental damage, most notable to areas
that have been specifically designated as protected against such damage.  We made plenty of
noise in our comment and appeal/response of the Long Valley Road Extension EA and
received only defensive responses and poor excuses, until it was too late.  This is not how the
transportation planning process, and public engagement, should work.

Tom  Butine
Board President, Conserve Southwest Utah
tom@conserveswu.org
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