
Draper Transit Corridor Project 

2.0 Study Process 

The Draper Transit Corridor AA builds on previous planning efforts in the region 
and has involved extensive collaboration between government jurisdictions and 
stakeholders in multiple communities. For over 20 years, representatives of 
agencies and districts responsible for plans and policies in the Draper Transit 
Corridor have been considering significant transit improvements to serve 
anticipated growth in the study area. Light-rail service from south Salt Lake 
County connecting to downtown Salt Lake City has been a key feature of 
numerous land-use plans adopted over the past 20 years. Suggested alignments 
and operating features have varied; however, over the last 10 years, the UTA-
owned right-of-way has been identified as the preferred alignment. 

The current AA is a logical follow-through and refinement of earlier plans and 
studies, which cover 1987 through the present. Local authorities led by UTA as 
the local lead agency have followed a prescribed process of study and evaluation 
prior to adopting an LPA. This effort has been ongoing for about 24 months. A 
multi-layered screening process of all potential alternatives has been used to sort 
through facts and figures and to match transit concepts with goals established in 
the public review process and FTA criteria. 

2.1 Study Area and the Corridor 

During past systems planning efforts, WFRC, Salt Lake County’s metropolitan 
planning organization, and UTA identified growing transportation needs in the 
southern part of Salt Lake County. As described in the 2030 Long-Range 
Transportation Plan developed by WFRC, a transportation solution is needed in 
order to maintain mobility and meet the long-term travel needs of the growing 
region. The area of study extends from Sandy and Draper to the southernmost 
part of Salt Lake County. 

The study area for the project is about 26.5 square miles and begins at the current 
end-of-line 10000 South station of the UTA North-South Light-Rail Transit 
(TRAX) line. It is generally bounded on the north by 10000 South, on the east by 
1300 East and a line one mile east of the UTA-owned railroad right-of-way, on 
the south by a line one mile south of 14600 South, and on the west by the western 
Draper city limits and the Jordan River. The study area is located primarily in the 
cities of Sandy and Draper and includes parts of White City, South Jordan, and 
Bluffdale.

The western boundary, generally the Jordan River, is west of I-15 and west of the 
UPRR tracks on which the FrontRunner South commuter-rail service would 
operate. (The FrontRunner South service is under construction as of August 2008.) 
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The UTA-owned right-of-way alignment extends from the 10000 South TRAX 
Station in Sandy south to the I-15/14600 South interchange (and beyond). The 
width of the right-of-way varies from 66 feet to 200 feet in some locations. 

In early 1993, UTA purchased the UPRR right-of-way between Salt Lake City 
and Sandy. In 2002, UTA acquired the continuation of the UPRR right-of-way 
(Provo Industrial Lead) through Draper and into Utah County as part of an 
agreement for the acquisition of right-of-way for the FrontRunner South 
commuter-rail line. While some freight service still operates as far south as the 
Intermountain Farmers Association (IFA) facility in Draper (about 12400 South), 
the line south of IFA to State Road 92 in Lehi is no longer actively used for any 
rail service. 

A map of the study area is shown in Figure 4.
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Figure 4. Project Study Area 
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2.2 Consistency with Local, State, and Federal Plann ing 
Processes

Since 1987, the communities in the Draper Transit Corridor study area have 
developed and begun implementing a vision of integrated land use and 
transportation. The following local, community, and regional plans have been 
completed and support the construction and operation of LRT service between 
downtown Salt Lake City and Draper: 

€ I-15/State Street Corridor Project (1987) 

€ UTA purchased the UPRR right-of-way for North-South TRAX (1993) 

€ Sandy City Master Transportation Plan adopted (1996) 

€ Wasatch Front Regional Council’s South Salt Lake County Transit 
Corridors Analysis (1999) 

€ Master Interlocal Agreement Regarding Fixed-Guideway Systems with 
Railroad Corridors (2004) 

€ Draper Transit Alternatives Study (2006) 

€ Wasatch Front Regional Council’s Updated 2007–2030 Long-Range 
Transportation Plan (2007) 

€ Draper City Master Transportation Plan adopted (December 2007) 

In continuing efforts to realize local goals for improved transportation in the area, 
the AA has sought to evaluate various potential alignments, including the 
previously adopted UTA-owned right-of-way alignment. 

Following completion of the AA, a Draft EIS and Final EIS will be prepared 
consistent with NEPA requirements. The Final EIS will be prepared in 
conjunction with PE. 

Although an AA is a local study, the study forms the basis for comparing the 
baseline alternative and build alternative developed from the study with other 
projects across the country if federal funding is sought. Consequently, the Draper 
Transit Corridor project needs to address FTA evaluation measures and 
requirements for assessing a project’s competitiveness for New Starts funding. 
This report summarizes the following contents of the study: 

€ What were the study area limits? 

€ What transportation problems would be addressed by the recommended 
project?

€ How has the public been involved? 
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€ Were other alternatives considered? 

€ How was the recommended alternative selected? 

€ What is the recommended alternative? 

€ Will the entire project be implemented at once, or is there a portion with 
operational benefits that could be implemented as a first phase? 

€ Where would the fiscal resources come from to implement and operate 
the project? 

€ What further steps are necessary to move from this AA toward project 
implementation? 

As part of the study, transportation demand modeling was conducted in order to 
estimate future ridership and cost-effectiveness. The WFRC regional travel 
demand model (Version 6.0) was used to prepare the estimates. Estimates of 
probable cost were prepared for both the entire LPA and the MOS. 

FTA uses the following criteria to assess a project’s competitiveness: 

€ Mobility improvements 

€ Cost-effectiveness 

€ Transit-supportive land-use policies and future patterns 

€ Local financial commitment 

The study provides the information required to evaluate these criteria. 

2.3 Alternatives Analysis Process 

The AA process is part of a larger FTA transportation planning and project 
development process described in FTA’s Major Capital Investment Final Rule,
published December 7, 2000; Additional Guidance on Local Initiation of 
Alternatives Analysis Planning Studies; and Final Guidance on New Starts 
Policies and Procedures, published August 2008. These rules and guidance 
establish the methodology by which FTA evaluates proposed “New Starts” fixed-
guideway projects that are potentially eligible for federal funding. 

The AA process began in March 2006 with the initial public open house for the 
locally prepared DTA Study sponsored by UTA, Draper City, and UDOT. The 
AA process continued when UTA began the preparation of a combined AA/Draft 
EIS. Public scoping meetings were held in December 2007. 

As the study progressed, the list of alternatives expanded significantly. In such 
cases, FTA recommends that an AA Report be prepared separately for the 
purpose of selecting a preferred alternative prior to entering the Draft EIS phase 
of project development. UTA has decided to follow this recommended approach 
and, therefore, has prepared this separate AA Report. A separate Draft EIS will 
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be prepared comparing the No-Action, baseline, and locally preferred 
alternatives.

The FTA evaluation process culminates each year in an annual report submitted 
to Congress that includes a proposal on the allocation of funding to be made 
available to finance grants and/or loans for capital projects for New Starts. 
Proposed New Starts projects must receive FTA approval to advance from AA to 
PE, and then from PE to final design based on an evaluation of the proposed 
projects using FTA’s New Starts criteria. FTA uses two primary criteria for 
evaluating New Starts projects: project justification criteria and local financial 
commitment. 

Under the project justification criteria, three different measures are evaluated: 
mobility improvements; cost-effectiveness; and existing land use, transit-
supportive land-use policies, and future patterns. The cost-effectiveness and 
transit-supportive land uses are the most important project justification criteria. 

Under the local financial commitment criterion, the degree of financial 
commitment for capital, O&M costs to the project is the most significant 
financial rating factor.

There are five overall ratings that can be assigned to each project: high, medium-
high, medium, medium-low, and low based on the results of FTA’s evaluation of 
each of the criteria for project justification and local financial commitment. For 
LRT to be eligible, it must, at a minimum, be rated medium for cost-effectiveness 
if it is to successfully compete with other transit projects for New Starts funding. 

Consistent with FTA’s New Starts guidelines, the AA process has been a 
coordinated effort between UTA, members of the public, public agencies, and 
other stakeholders with numerous opportunities for input at each stage in the 
planning process. 

2.4 Public Involvement as Part of the Alternatives 
Analysis Process 

Public involvement is an important part of the AA process. A comprehensive 
public involvement plan and program was developed and implemented. This 
program is described in detail in Section 3.0, Agency Coordination and Public 
Outreach.

Review panels were created as a major element in the process that included a 
Community Involvement Committee (CIC) made up of individuals representing 
neighborhood, community, and business groups; homeowner associations; and 
environmental groups; and a Technical Review Panel (TRP) made up of 
individuals representing local agencies, representatives from the cities of Sandy 
and Draper, and representatives from WFRC and UDOT. 
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These panels served as advisory groups that reviewed technical information 
produced during the study and provided valuable comments and suggestions 
throughout the study. The panels continue to provide a valuable critique of the 
study methods and findings. 

2.5 Screening and Selection Process 

Each step of the screening and selection process for the Draper Transit Corridor 
AA involved active participation and input from the CIC and TRP. The process 
of screening the alternatives consisted of the following four steps: 

€ Step 1: Development of goals, objectives, and criteria 

€ Step 2: Development of a long list of alternatives 

€ Step 3: Tier One screening (eight alignments screened) 

€ Step 4: Tier Two screening (three alignments screened) 

At the beginning of the Draper Transit Corridor AA, a set of goals, objectives 
and evaluation criteria were developed that both met the local needs of the 
Corridor and fulfilled FTA New Starts criteria for a fixed-guideway transit 
investment. The study goals and objectives were reviewed and approved by the 
CIC, TRP, and UTA. The five goals that guided the analysis were: 

1. Improve corridor mobility. 
2. Find cost-effective solutions that are affordable. 
3. Ensure consistency with land-use planning efforts. 
4. Minimize community and environmental impacts. 
5. Obtain strong community support. 

Following the development of the goals, objectives, and evaluation criteria 
(described in Table 5-1, Goals, Objectives, and Evaluation Criteria), a screening 
process was used to reduce the “universe” of alternatives to a set of reasonable 
alternatives for further evaluation. Three steps were used in this process: fatal-
flaw analysis, Tier One screening, and Tier Two screening. 

Fatal-flaw analysis was conducted on an initial set of potential corridor 
alignments and transit technologies. The fatal-flaw analysis eliminated several 
transit technologies that did not satisfy the project goals (for example, expensive 
transit technologies such as automated guideway transit, commuter rail, and so 
on, since they would be inappropriate for meeting future ridership demand and 
would be too expensive to build and operate in the Draper Transit Corridor). 
Following the fatal-flaw analysis, a long list of alternatives was compiled by 
mixing and matching the various potential alignments and was subjected to two 
levels of screening. 

The evaluation criteria for Tier One screening considered adverse environmental 
impacts in order to identify alternatives with adverse impacts and eliminate them 
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as early as possible in the process because the alternatives either had fatal flaws 
or were not likely to enhance transportation objectives in the study area. Tier 
Two screening evaluated alternatives based on operational considerations, the 
general financial feasibility of the alternatives, and their cost-effectiveness. 

Each of the alternatives was evaluated according to the following screening criteria. 

€ First-Tier Screening – Purpose and Need, Environmental Impacts 

o Does the alternative meet the transportation needs of the corridor? 
o What are the costs of the alternatives? (Alternatives with extremely 

high costs would be eliminated.) 
o Is the alternative consistent with local and regional policies and plans? 
o Does the alternative have fatal environmental flaws or have elements 

that would create major effects on the natural or cultural 
environment or community context? 

€ Second-Tier Screening – Operational Considerations, Financial 
Considerations, and Cost-Effectiveness Comparison 

o Ridership (boardings and total transit trips) 
o Estimate of probable capital cost 
o Estimate of probable O&M costs 
o Cost-effectiveness (annualized cost per rider) 
o Roadway level of service and traffic impacts 

Tier One screening involved the TRP and CIC in examining the initial long list of 
alternatives. Based on results of the Tier One screening, the alternatives were 
repackaged into three primary alignments that used LRT technology. This 
allowed the subsequent analysis to focus on the proposed alignment alternatives. 

Tier Two screening included refinement of the study goals and objectives by the 
TRP and CIC and preliminary analyses of the three primary alternatives. This 
work included development of high-level transit patronage or ridership estimates, 
a preliminary financial analysis using preliminary estimates of probable costs, 
conceptual engineering for the corridor alignments, the development of station 
location options, and the consideration of technology design issues and constraints. 

As part of the Tier Two screening, UTA further refined the alternatives to 
optimize cost-effectiveness using a simplified method of determining cost-
effectiveness. This was accomplished by evaluating the annualized cost per new 
rider attracted to the proposed LRT extension. These refined alternatives were 
included in the set of alternatives that were considered in the selection of the 
preferred alternative. Figure 5 illustrates the alternatives evaluation process that 
led to the selection of the preferred alternative.
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