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I am inspired by the community that has gathered in good faith to come up with a feasible solution to our future of clean water, preservation of our natural resources, recreation, transportation, and economic growth.  After attending the public meetings at Alta and Skyline 
High, I feel gratitude for the time and focus of so many committed people.  I appreciate the opportunity to share my thoughts on the future of the central Wasatch and the current blueprint being proposed.
I live in Salt Lake County, however I spend a significant amount of my life in the mountains.  I am a physician in the Snowbird Medical Clinic and a physician member of the Snowbird Ski Patrol.   I also work at the Park City Medical Center in the Emergency Department.  My 
family recreates often in Little Cottonwood Canyon as well as in Park City and we have a home in Alta. 
I am in full support of a long term and inclusive approach to the future of the central Wasatch.   I share my concerns here in hope of shedding light or stimulating a discussion about the following.
BOTTON LINE: 
If the system is easy to access and reliable, I believe it will work and solve most of the transportation problems.  In order for it to be easy to use, there needs to be accessible parking at the base of the canyons.  Ideally, there would be an entire “ski village” at the location of the 
gravel pit at the base of Big Cottonwood Canyon.  It would need easy parking, a locker room, a nice coffee shop and restaurant/bar for après, and possibly a hotel for visitors.  Locals will base their day of skiing, snowboarding and outdoor recreation out of this area.  A hotel 
and Trax to the airport in this location would be a natural extension of this project.  Alternatively, the hotel/airport Trax connection could be in Sandy.   I believe the critical piece to having the new system work is the infrastructure at the base of the canyons.  It will not work to 
ask locals from downtown/sugarhouse/east bench to drive to Sandy to get to a train.  I think a good locker room at each ski resort is also critical for the people who ski only one resort.  It will make it possible for them to ride the train/bus without all the gear they currently 
keep in their cars.
TRANSPORTATION:
I believe a train/light rail from SLC to Park City- up Parley’s canyon would provide much more year round utility for commuters and tourists then the current blueprint proposal up Little Cottonwood Canyon.
CONCERN:  A train that originates in Park City and picks up skiers/snowboarders in Park City, Deer Valley, Brighton, Solitude and then pulls into Alta may be full and unable to move all skiers down out of Little Cottonwood Canyon at 4pm.  By the time it reaches Snowbird we 
could see what we sometimes see on busy days now.  A bus pulls into entry 2 but has no room for Snowbird skiers/riders to get down the canyon.  They have to wait for the next bus.  This has the potential of being extremely frustrating and not solving the problem.
SOLUTION:  The mode in which we are using transportation across the country is changing.  I have witnessed my automobile centered Detroit family tapping into Uber.  I know there is a ride share app being utilized by skier and snowboarders in Little Cottonwood Canyon 
today.  It is very feasible that such an app will fill cars going up and down Little and Big Cottonwood Canyons and be acceptable to a larger community in the not so distant future.  In that light, I believe a rapid transit bus would provide a more flexible and currently feasible 
solution.  I envision a fee for all automobiles driving up the canyons.  There may be an annual pass and/or there may be a graded system:  the more occupants, the less it costs to drive the canyon.  The bus would be free or at least less expensive then the car fee.  The crux of 
this entire program is the infrastructure at the base of the canyons:  Adequate, conveniently located parking ideally with a social center (locker room, restaurant for après and coffee shop and maybe a hotel with Trax to the airport).   
 LAND PRESERVATION AND CLEAN WATER:
CONCERN:  I think a quiet train would be exciting.  However, I think the impact in the canyon would be extensive.  To connect the top of Little Cottonwood Canyon and Big Cottonwood Canyon with Park City will irreversibly change the natural resource we have.  Access to the 
Cottonwood Canyons is for everyone and should not be limited.  What preserves the canyons and makes them a final destination for so many people is that they have a sense of remoteness.    If we open up a tunnel to connect Park City to Big & Little Cottonwood Canyon, I 
think the first thing that will happen is that many who recreate in Big and Little Cottonwood Canyon and live in Salt Lake valley, will move to Park City.  The air quality is better there (at least until we all move there). I also think that many more tourists will stay in lower cost 
hotels/motels in Salt Lake and travel to Park City by the day.  This may increase the population in Park City but decrease the tourism.  The biggest impact will be a huge number of people passing through the upper Little and Big Cottonwood Canyons.  What would be the impact 
on our water?  I do not have the data to answer this.
SOLUTION:  If we solve the Little and Big Cottonwood Canyon transportation problems with A BASE OF THE CANYON INFRASTRUCTURE  and a train, bus, or ride share app, we will preserve the current control we have on the watershed.  The remoteness that the canyon roads 
provide may be more protection of this resource then we are giving it credit.  The tunnel, although exciting, could be irreversibly damaging.
RECREATION/TOURISM:  
The culture of each ski resort is so richly different from each of the other resorts.  I see this as the strength of Utah.  The ability to attract a variety of different tourists is something we should continue to build upon.  Connecting all 7 resorts, even by train, will flatten the 
experience at each individual resort.  The tourists who come to Utah will lack the diversity of the current tourists.  The uniqueness will be lost.

                                     

Alta, UT 3/23/2015

Hi,
I have worked and lived in Alta for five years now, here are some comments I would like to share:
I love that Little Cottonwood is a dead end canyon, I think that much of the character of this place is because of that fact. I am not into the idea of a train through the mountain to connect the canyon.
I think that some type of transportation is necessary for this canyon.  I think a train up this canyon  would be great.
I am also in favor of starting a fee for individuals driving up the canyon, any way to induce more people to start carpooling.
More buses in the mean time, and especially more running during the holiday season would be a good step.
ps I do not own a car and have used the bus system for the last four years  I think the buses are great  but it would be nice if they had more hours of operation

Alta, UT 3/29/2015

Ode to Sweet Alta: Here’s to the winter that wasn’t,
And here’s to the winters that were,
To deep powder snow so lovely,
In bowls & in pine & in fir.On boards so wide they caused comment,
We’d glide through glades & through trees,
The bright sweet feeling of soft snow,
So better than hard-pack on knees.& now there’s talk of a snow train,
With rumble & rack & with roar,
To bring up our dear valley skiers
& leave them at Paradise door.What do we give up with choo-choos
& tunnels & bridges and more?
Will our town disappear in the ruckus,
Will “improvement” threaten our core?Good intentions have drowned out Glen Canyon,
Brought mongoose to Ha-wa-iian shores,
Laid waste to Vietnam hamlets,
& wilderness forests and more.Oh please relax for a moment,
To see what’s really at stake,
To save what’s truly unique here

Alta, UT 4/3/2015

I am impressed with the work you all have done on this.  I have only one observation.
I don’t believe that Alta should give up the land on the ridge line (and below) on the eastern side of the land swap.  I understand the backcountry folks wanting to keep that, but if it prevents Alta from connecting to the Solitude/Brighton/Deer Valley/Park City lift system, that 
would be catastrophic to the business health of Alta.  We can’t be left out of the interconnect, should it happen.

Alta, UT 4/13/2015



We have been enjoying our time in Alta for over thirty years. During that time we have watched the "red snake" grow progressively worse. The primary objective of a new vision should be to address the "transportation" issue. The resolution should reflect the changing times, 
the new technologies, the "sex appeal" factor that many seek; there should be a flexibility to the solution so that as technology continues to evolve, so may the transportation possibilities.
A train is a fixed entity, it is costly and will NEVER pay for itself; it is technology of the past.
We need to address and utilize the system that is currently in place - the road.
It can be expanded, it can accommodate all transportation that we currently utilize. If we reach the age of the "Jetson's", the possibilities could be endless. 
Utilizing the road is an extension of a system successfully in place in the valley; why not expand upon our success as opposed to "creating the wheel" once again?
Road solutions, including: tolls for those who wish to drive up canyon ( and providing permits for homeowners/tax payers in LCC ), a larger parking structure at the mouth of the canyon, wifi on the bus system ( as Megabus and Bolt Bus  have successfully done on the east and 
west coasts ), visible advertising options on the panels of the buses ( off setting costs ) , ride share options ( Uber and Lyft) , Avalanche sheds and tunnels are the way of the future. 
If we are looking to the future, why not use the technology and forward thinking of the future.

Alta, UT 5/1/2015

Please accept the following comments on the Mountain Accord Proposed Central Wasatch Blueprint.
The train and tunnels concept for transportation is unworkable and is the worst possible approach to canyon transportation; it is the most expensive, most environmentally damaging, least flexible, would take the longest to put into service, and will do the least to reduce the 
number of cars driving up the canyons.  Improved bus service, a shuttle system, or Bus Rapid Transit would all be better solutions.  I am encouraged to see that disincentives to the use of private vehicles are being considered, in conjunction with improved public transportation 
– this will be necessary to convince people to leave their cars outside the canyons.
The idea of exchanging public and private lands in order to cluster development and allow permanent protection for undeveloped land is a good one.  However, it is important that the details be fully spelled out before any development is approved, based on these exchanges.  
For example, if additional culinary water for the Alta Ski Resort base area is made available, it must be clearly defined how that water is to be used.  It would be far more detrimental to Environment (and Recreation), if that water was used to enable the construction of ‘cabins’ 
in Albion Basin, etc, where development has been water-limited, than if that water was used for high-density housing (hotels, condos) in the Alta base area.  It must be clear how that water is to be allocated before its ‘cost’ as a bargaining chip is assessed.  Most importantly, 
the nature of the ‘protection’ of Public Lands that are to be preserved must be clearly defined and permanent, before this protection is exchanged for development allowed elsewhere within the Wasatch.  Absolutely this must be something more permanent than the Forest 
Plan – it must be codified in federal legislation or executive order, preferably the former. 
Expanded ski resort boundaries are detrimental to the ‘Environment’ system, and not a clear benefit to the ‘Recreation’ system.  Many who recreate in the canyons would prefer to do so outside of ski resort boundaries.  Backcountry skiing is the only downhill snow sport that 
is growing, in the US.  Expanded ski resorts are detrimental to backcountry skiing activity in the Wasatch.  As far as catering to ski resorts and real estate developers; we, as Utah residents and US citizens, are not obligated to foster the continuing growth of the ski areas or real 
estate development.  We are not obligated to give up the mountain experience that we love, just so the ski areas and real estate developers can capture additional profit that they feel is somehow ‘getting away’.  From a January 14, 2015 New York Times article regarding One 
Wasatch:
“(Utah) Residents have repeatedly said they love their ski resorts but don’t want them to grow. In a study conducted in 2009 and 2010 as part of work on the future of the most popular mountain canyons, nearly all Utah residents interviewed said they did not want resorts to 
expand beyond their existing boundaries. The long-range plan for the Uinta-Wasatch-Cache National Forest calls for no such expansion.”
By Ski Utah’s own numbers, all the revenue generated by skiing/snowboarding (not only tickets and gear, but lodging, meals, car rental, etc.) accounts for less than 1% of Utah’s economy.  Why are we degrading our Wasatch Mountains and canyons to please such a small 
industry?
In general:  before any development piece of the compromises can begin, it is critical that environmental impact evaluation be completed.  The Mountain Accord concept is necessary for planning the future of the central Wasatch, but it is essential that we do not allow a rush 
into development without careful consideration of its impact.

Alta, UT 5/1/2015

I have lived up in Little Cottonwood for the past 27 winters. Mountain Accord is doing a great job bringing all user groups together. As a  long time Alta resident and worker I have seen disputes in the canyon come and go....Powderbirds vs. Backcountry skiers.....usually in the 
Cardiac Drainage on Saturdays. Save our Canyons vs. Snowbird mostly as they are a bit more aggressive with bold plans and big footprints. It is very hard to take too much of a position on many of these issues because I always have friends on both sides. The general theme of 
the  Town of Alta has been conservation. From the Former Mayor to the present, Friends of Alta and the Town of Alta.Traffic in the LCC is at times insane but in general I do not commute  to ski. What I do enjoy on a beautiful day after a storm is getting in  my truck and driving 
down canyon and heading all the way to the  Strawberry area in the Uinta Mountains to go snow kiting. I laugh at  all the traffic, often backed up all the way to 215. In many ways the  traffic patterns are like floods. Very unmanageable.
Thoughts on the process..... I watched a forum that featured Peter Medcalf and I find him a real leader and big thinker representing the Salt Lake User Group I am most in tune with.
Many years ago I was a big fan of Alexis Kelner and feel that Save our Canyons has at its best put up a good fight on behalf of the little man in SLC. At least the little man now knows where Powderbird will be flying on a Saturday and has changed it operations to limit its 
presence in the BCC. They have also changed their operations to shelter their guests from the general public by flying home instead of skiing a home run to a trail head.
On Alta....I feel that Alta is the only resort the takes its environmental practices seriously.On development in the LCC. Housing market is flat and has been for a while.  I do not see that changing any time soon. As far as guest lodging is concerned, I can understand Alta's desire 
to have new rooms near the Albion Base Area. Makes sense to get new skiers staying in the Canyon and close to the lifts that best serve their needs.
On development in BCC. Housing market will go off the charts in a big way. With summer access to the Wasatch back, BCC is a much more desirable location and I see developmental pressures up there for the long term. On land exchanges. Save the Emma's and give Alta some 
Albion Base. Keep Snowbird off the ridge lines. Protect all undeveloped land in BCC
On Transportation....... Good luck. Flood management. I like alternative transportation down the line and feel that the powers that be may control the results. One party government in Utah is a powerful  
force. In the mean time I think we live with what we have but work towards better public transportation during the Summer. I am not opposed to a toll booths at the base of the Canyons as long as there is a breeze by gate for residents and regular users.

Alta, UT 5/1/2015

howdy back again,
Environment (continued)  As for land swaps if I had a magic wand and a few dollars more
(thanks clint eastwood) hope you get the joke, I would find a way to get the various land trust such as the Friends of Alta, Trust for Public Lands, Nature Conservancy, Utah Open Lands and develop a fundraising plan to purchase all the proposed interconnect lands, Similar to 
the plan that formed and purchased the Eastern Snake Creek area and prevented the proposed lift system fro Heber/Midway in the late 1980's or early 1990's.
I am a strong proponent of the original US Nation Forest Service plan from the early mid 1930's, spearheaded by Felix Koxoli district ranger that had a series of European Style (buzz word to support the One Wasatch as European) series of 16 huts linking Lambs Canyon to the 
then Timphaven  (Sundance Resort)  This would rival any of the 10th mountain huts in Colorado, would provide employment for guides and services and be a wonderful asset to the community. Remember not all skiing is lift service oriented.
I am hoping that someone pulls the plug or creates a conversation of moratorium to prevent the Vail combing of PC/Canyons via a Gondola, if you have seen this terrain over the last 3 years it has been virtually barren dirt.  But of real consequences is that in my opinion the 
NEPA process as outlines talks about the culmitave aspects of development or the fragmentation of ecosystems. As the big cottonwood ridge line and much of the Wasatch Cache national forest borders and shares property lines with the Bohemoth Vail is proposing, no one is 
seriously looking at the impacts it could have on the environment and species that don't adhere to property boundaries.
Currently the unkmown is out there, will they have gates into the upper Big Cottonwood drainage or will summer hikers and bikers use gates to descend easily onto the Crest Trail, how will the watershed and its unique species such as boreal frogs of the rare purple gilla flower 
I recently found fare if the adjacent and culmative effects are not addressed.
In current conclusion, we need to listen to the adage and wisdom of Jay Laughlin, principle owner of Alta who said before he died " Alta is a very unique place one of the few places that celebrate the traditions of skiing, if you overbuild it you will destroy her"  The same could 
be said true of the Central Wasatch, as a gentleman at one of the Park City sessions, who like many transplanted here from New York said he considers the Wasatch Mountains to be his new Central Park, surrounded by Development but just a step away, and you would never 
consider destroying Central Park....
One final thought and you know that is not true, 40,000 micro van/bus could be bought for the 3.5 billion dollars, and truly 1 % of that money should go to research solar cars, (29 million was the price tag for the solar powered lunar lander) or money to design a system that 
creats gas pollution free idleing, talk about a research project or a great start up for the Economy of the State of Utah  


Alta, UT 5/1/2015

I have spent 40 winters in Alta.  It is a very special place to me.  I attended a number of Mountain Accord and Town of Alta meetings this winter. It has taken me six months to get acquainted with the many facets of the plan, to stay caught up as proposals change. And while 
some have been working on these ideas for years, most residents have only recently become aware of them.  
There are a number of different areas of discussion. I am overwhelmed by how much information there is. My first hope is that more time be given to the many who are still trying to understand the multiple aspects of Mountain Accord. 
I like the idea of green transportation and increased safety in traveling the canyon.  I like that certain areas will be protected, but reject the need for more commercial development. But as for a train and tunnels through several mountains, I don’t see that as a solution.

Alta, UT 5/1/2015



Hello,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
My major concern is the proposed concepts of the Mountain Accord have serious environmental impacts. The overriding objective should be to best maintain and preserve the area’s ecosystem, protect the air, water,  its plants and animals. The proposed plans present huge 
environmental destruction with increased people using LCC, causing greater demand for water, elimination of habitat from road construction, possible tunnels and additional building infrastructure.
An improved safer, cleaner transportation makes sense, however the conceptual rail system appears excessive and absurdly expensive estimated at $3B, even if fully funded. An conservative initial approach would be to improve the bus system and discourage car usage by 
charging for parking in LCC.
In the future with better roads and an efficient transportation system connecting the canyons, it is probable that LLC would serve as a commuter route to Park City. If a new commuter transit system is to be built, wouldn’t if make far more sense to preserve LCC and run the 
transit along the backside (SE) from the Provo area to Park City?
Many of the proposed changes are like to drastically alter the unique character of LCC, destroy much of its pristine environment and radically change the small town ski resort experience. I urge LCC to grow smart and with great respect otherwise the magnificence of this 
extraordinary canyon could be destroyed forever.

Alta, UT 5/1/2015

 To Mountain Accord - Executive Committee;
First, my thanks to the executive committee, stakeholders, participants, and consultants for all their stressful hard work in trying to organize, negotiate, and compromise in an effort to realize a vision.  I have been lucky enough to be aware of this process much prior to the 
"Mountain Accord" direction with Envision Utah and Wasatch 2040 and have seen first hand the abundant amount of data, research and collaboration that has brought us to this Blueprint.  It has not been easy, and I'm sure many people have lost much sleep in the past 5 
years.  Now we are reaching a much heavier time in an effort to move forward with a plan, and the work in many ways is just beginning.  I hope and support the participants of Mountain Accord in maintaining their energy, hope, sound mind, and perseverance to take this to 
the end.  
In addressing the Blueprint, I want - just like all the other stakeholders -  an improved way of operating and sustaining our transportation, economy, and environment.  Having a formal background in sustainability and ecology and being an avid recreationist, I realize that we 
are talking about a system that must meet triple-bottom-line requirements (people, planet, profit).  Finding this balance is most likely not going to err on the side of anyone single person's wants or beliefs.  In fact the solution may burst bubbles and require most of us to stretch 
our mind in understanding certain options and rely very heavily on faith, science, trust, and commitment. Therefore we can no longer afford to just be an environmentalist, or economist, or humanitarian, we must strive in being a part of this new Renaissance age and be 
Sustainers, thinking in this 3-dimensional capacity.  
The Blueprint as it sits may or may not be the solution we are looking for in dealing with increased pressure on our natural resources,  population growth, and maintaining healthy commerce.  However, I do have faith and the necessary commitment to see it through as it is, 
even with a train through LCC to Park City and back to SLC.  The train is only one component though, I also believe that this transportation line and the entire system proposed needs to have policy, environmental parameters and monitoring, public awareness and stewardship, 
and an economic plan to go along with it.  The transportation system cannot succeed on its own without the other legs of sustainability.  They are all equally important.
The reason I think this Blueprint could work, is number one, it's not definite yet.  Even if we pass the Blueprint, there are other checks and balances in place that could rule amendments (be them on the train, economic hubs, or environmental priorities).  Second, we have 
access to the technology, desire, and priorities to build additional infrastructure/development without further degrading, but rather improving current environmental conditions.  We can live a balanced life with nature, we just have to put our money, brains, and action where 
our mouth is.  I have noticed for a very long time it's easy to put time and money into building something new and shiny, but we have always as a society had difficulty putting equal time and money into maintaining or improving existing infrastructure, in this case our natural 
resources.  This way of thinking needs improvement.  If we are going to upgrade our economy, transportation, recreation, then we must improve our environment.  The best part of this is I know we can do this, we just have to get it done.  
My vision for a plan (just like the Blueprint and shared among most) includes: an efficient, useful transportation that supports economic vitality; without changing who we are in regards to the "sense of place" or brand of a town (like Alta), business, or community; and actively 
improves our natural resources (with mine reclamation and ecological restoration) through public stewardship and awareness.  I want to see every business support the economic hubs, every commuter to use the transit system, every outdoor visitor to appreciate the 
recreational system, and every person who calls themselves an environmentalist or says they care about the environment be outside working, getting dirty, to improve the environment (no matter who they are).  I don't think it is fair to nay-say the current Blueprint because 
that means in my eyes an unwillingness to work hard to realize our shared vision.  Failure will only be due to our lack of commitment and willingness to work on improving not only our situation, but us as human beings, and our children's future.  We must lead by example for 
the generations to come; the future is in our hands to work for what we want - this has never changed and never will.  
Whatever else happens, please don’t let them put a lift up Grizzly Gulch!
Thanks for your consideration.

Alta, UT 5/1/2015

About The Mountain Accord Blueprint
I am a full-time resident of Alta, and I am also an elected member of Alta Town Council. My comments are about Little Cottonwood Canyon transportation and preservation of the environment and character of Alta.
The Future of Transportation
The future of transportation will run on asphalt, not rails. It is our responsibility to study and understand what can currently be known about that future, and plan our transportation conduit to evolve with it.
Rail is a 19th century technology. A train up Little Cottonwood would be a massively expensive, centrally-planned white elephant, and it would be obsolete before it could be built. Cost? $5 billion is a guess, but whatever the number is, we can start by doubling it. Avalanche 
protection is not a justification for rail. Please remember that if a railway can be protected from avalanches, so can a roadway.
A revolution in transportation and transit is coming; Uber and Lyft give us only a glimpse of the way transportation will evolve. In the near future, transit schedules will be a thing of the past. The transit system will have immediate information about the presence of riders and 
their destinations, and it will dispatch green vehicles of varying sizes to accommodate them. The system will respond to the riders, not the other way around -- and that system will run on asphalt. By improving the roadway, we will lay the groundwork for the future 
transportation system. In the meantime, an improved roadway will meet today’s needs with a bus rapid transit system in dedicated lanes, which will be far more attractive to riders than today’s buses, and far less costly than a train. To meet the transportation needs of the 
present and future, we need improvements to State Road 210:
Additional lanes
Realignment to avoid major avalanche paths
Minor adjustment of the Lone Peak Wilderness boundary to allow realignment
Straightening of the roadway
Elevation of the roadway
Avalanche sheds
Avalanche tunnels
Other avalanche protection such as Gaz-Ex and avalanche fences
Conduit for underground electrical transmission lines serving Alta.
A Cottonwood Canyons Transit Center
A Cottonwood Canyons Transit Center is essential to any canyon transportation solution. The mouth of Big Cottonwood seems to be the most promising location. Please remember that the four-mile stretch of Wasatch Boulevard between Big Cottonwood and Little 
Cottonwood is part of the traffic problem. A transit center can be a Wasatch recreation gateway, with parking, plaza, shops, restaurants and ski lockers. This center would be a regional attraction and an amenity for canyon visitors, replacing the current mining operations which 
are a blight on the Wasatch foothills Securing property options for a transit center should be an immediate Mountain Accord priority

Alta, UT 4/30/2015



There Is No Light at the End of That Tunnel
Little Cottonwood Canyon does not need or want a tunnel connection to Big Cottonwood or Park City. This canyon is small and fragile. A tunnel would be wasteful, needless, environmentally harmful, and destructive of the ski and summer destinations of Alta and Snowbird.The 
cost of a tunnel connection would be staggering -- especially in light of other priorities that are far more pressing, starting at living within our means as a society, and maintaining the infrastructure we have. A tunnel is solution in search of a problem. Mass transit from Sandy to 
Park City, or from Park City to Sandy? It is hard to say which is more ridiculous.
A tunnel using Little Cottonwood as a transportation corridor would be extremely harmful to the environment of the canyon, beginning with the construction process. How much of Little Cottonwood Canyon are we planning to leave to future generations? Has this beautiful 
little canyon not seen enough impacts of development -- when is enough enough?
To use Little Cottonwood as a transit corridor would also harm the ski and summer destination communities of Alta and Snowbird. Our Little Cottonwood resorts are world-renowned powder skiing destinations and peaceful summer refuges. We will not improve them by 
turning them into train stops and commodities for mass consumption.
The Future of Alta and Alta Ski Area
Alta’s recreation, economy and community are centered and based on alpine skiing, as well as backcountry skiing, hiking, biking and climbing. Improvements in transportation and community space are needed, but they should not overwhelm the scale of Alta and Little 
Cottonwood Canyon, and they should not become a means toward massive real estate development.
A stated objective of the CCTF is to privatize public lands for “future development to support activity at transit stops”. This should be of extreme concern. Why should public bodies promote “development to suppor activity at transit stops” -- aren’t transit stops meant to serve 
the public, instead of the other way around? It should also be subject to a full public process, rather than back room dealing of lands owned by the American people. Any exchanges of US Forest Service lands in Alta should take place within the Mountain Accord process, 
should be subject to full NEPA review, and should be limited in size and scale to the reasonable needs of ski area operations. Existing ways of access also have to be preserved.
Finally, reasonable and limited expansion of the Forest Service special use permit for Alta Ski Area should be considered, in places and ways that do not transport lift-serviced skiers to the ridgelines of north-facing Big Cottonwood Canyon. This consideration should include the 
Tuscarora/Wolverine area. This would be a balanced trade-off for Alta Ski Area to forego construction of a ski lift in Grizzly Gulch.
A Way Forward
Let’s move forward with care and humility. Remember that many of us who are planning this future for our canyons will not live to see the final results. We do not have to destroy Little Cottonwood Canyon in order to save it.



Save our Town
Alta. Our Town. My Town. So much good in this four letter word.
Authentic, rugged, rustic, beautiful, majestic, intimate, personal, friendly, clean, nostalgic, village, moose, ermine, porcupine, lupin, bluebells, columbine, white-tailed deer, creeks, streams, lakes, rocky outcroppings, glacial remains, dirt, people with a passion for skiing, hiking, 
living close to the land.
Our community is vibrant, active and alive year around whether visitors are present or not.
Our very character is threatened to the core by the proposed Mountain Accord Blueprint in removing the restrictions to visitations that were established by the US Forest Service when parking at the ski resorts was limited and the resort boundary expansions curtailed.
Land swaps allowing resort expansion of both terrain and business opportunities in the base zones threatens the balance reached between the resort services and the supporting businesses of lodges and other retail shops.
ski resort businesses will be greatly aided at the expense of other business interests
watershed protections in place for decades are eroded by making available “new” water and calling into question other developments that have been waiting for new sources of water for their developments in the Albion Basin
Providing faster access to LCC does not ensure a quality experience for the residents, employees, businesses, nor visitors and tourists
looking at a sea of people is not what people come to view
construction of transit hubs will degrade the viewshed
eliminates the “village” of Alta by making it a transit destination
no longer intimate, personal, nor friendly due to unlimited access to all, Town of Alta will experience overcrowding and overuse as is already the case on holiday weekends during winter and summer
The “World-class transportation system” envisioned, eliminates the unique “Alta” experience by making the access the same as for all resorts/destinations
not safer, still subject to the same avalanches as the roadway
deer or moose on the tracks would cause safety problems as they do now on the road
unlike Zion or any other national park, Alta is a Town with residents, a school, library and post office. Shuttling visitors up and down all hours of the day and night converts the Town away from an alpine village and into an urban jungle with “structures,” moving transit, transit 
buildings and the need for ever more infrastructure to support the people tsunami
Bad idea to make a “forever” solution to a temporary problem (timeframe of study is 25 years)
once a tunnel is built, the scar is present long after its usefulness 
mining scars still evident despite not being actively pursued for over 100 years 
planning for a generation, yet making impacts in the glacial timeframe is unwise
Climatic conditions/systems are never constant, nor guaranteed, blueprint suggests planning was based on a cool/cold scenario of abundant snowfall, or at least temperatures to allow abundant snowmaking in all elevations in the Wasatch areas. this is both imprudent and 
foolhardy
Dispersed recreation becomes impossible as more people move onto or across private and public lands, searching for ever-diminishing tranquility and natural beauty
Economic hardship will result to the residents of the Town with an ever increasing influx of visitors requiring an ever increasing expenditure for municipal services: police, fire, water, public restrooms, trash removal
Similar concerns will exist with growth within the Town unless citizens in the Town have an opportunity to identify the level of growth they desire - BEFORE Mountain Accord program dictates to the Town
Competitiveness in ski resorts will be largely driven by temperatures and  snow— just as it was this year. People will ski areas where there is snow, and limit visits to lower, drier areas. This cost the taxpayers of Utah nothing, no infrastructure built, no grand bargaining, no scars 
on the landscape. Snow supply brought demand and revenue.

Alta, UT 2a 4/30/2015

Plea
Save Our Town by preventing unlimited access into Little Cottonwood Canyon,
Avoid further development that irreparably damages riparian corridors in LCC,
Unless or until we have a better understanding of climate and warming that has been occurring, to avoid the possibility that the Central Wasatch will become the next “California” and experience 1200 year drought conditions, avoid expansive developments whether transport 
or business, in LCC, BCC, and the SL Valley as well
Avoid creating Alta as a one “Company” town 
Prioritize preservation of the land, watershed, viewshed and ecosystems,
Protect the natural viewshed in LCC not only as seen from Highway 210, but while on the hiking trails as well,
Restrain growing populations’ demand for water by restricting new access to water and limit outdoor landscaping to native species 
Put Mountain Accord to a citizen vote: not merely Mayors and special interest groups

                           Howdy, this is Creighton Hart a property owner in salt Lake Count and a 35 plus year resident of the Wasatch Community having worked at all 7 ski areas in some capacity and am quite involved in the environmental health and protection of this very Unique Mountain Range 
and its proximity to the Urban core.
Enough of me, I hope to break my comments into the 4 areas under review Transportation, Economic, Environment. and Recreation.  As each has unique needs and concernation, despite their intermingled natures.
Transportation:  I completely agree that the canyons and notably the ski areas are in need of transportation needs being addressed. I strongly disagree that a 3.5 BILLION dollar train from Sandy to Park City cutting into the fragile Little Cottonwood Canyon and the tunneling to 
Brighton before tunneling again into Park City really makes sense nor will truly solve the trouble of the so called "RED SNAKE" or bumper to bumper traffic that occurs on weekends or powder days.
The people in a 16 page comment from the Granite/Golden Triangle community were quite opposed, as were the folks of Park City when I attended some of their public hearings. 
As an alternative to a train that will surely have cost overruns and severely distrubte operations in little cottonwood canyon and visitor experiences for years during it construction. Does anyone remember when Alta Ski Area planned for a 1 summer to drill 800 feet or so to 
install the Cecret Lake water/snowmaking system, will know and realize due to the complexity of the rock it was actually 3 summers before that short tunnel was completed.  
1. develop and price out what a UTA fleet of the 20 passenger Ford Transit Vans used by the local companies such as Canyon Transportation and Alta Shuttle use, would cost to provide a 24/7 schedule of service in the big and little cottonwood canyons. This would be a service 
that Could have great flexibility and could have more vans available on peak periods such as Christmas/New Years, Martin Luther King and Presidents Days, as well as Powder weekends and days, it would be available for that peak summer usage from July 1st to Sept15th.  In 
todays age of theory, statistical analaysis and computer programing I bet a program could be designed to meet Transportation in the Canyons while reducing personal Auto usage. 
remember 1 full 20 passenger van would take 20 single passenger cars off the road, and 10 2 passenger cars etc. ect. off the road.  Possibly a fleet of Natural Gas or Electric vehicles similar to the Chatanogaa  TN fleet of all electric buses. 
Suggest that the massive 3.5 Billion dollars be utilized on roadways that actually serve more vehicles a day and are in severe need of repair and or expansion to truly serve the proposed doubling of population projected .
2.  I suggest that the money be used on the section of Highway in the Parleys Canyon mouth, from the Foothill Blvd to 3300 south it is old infrastructure, crowded, has poor feeders and exits that are dangerous such as where parleys flows into I-215 and the exit to 3300 south 
in the southbound direction.  The entire section of 2 lane highway fro the parleys I 80 thru the foothill and to were it winds and eventual meets I-215 by the East end of the Salt Lake City Golf is dangerous, not designed  for the number of trucks or the growing commuter traffic 
from
 SLC to PC and PC to SLC. Super hairy scary. As well the 1300 East entrance to Eastbound I80 could use an additional lane and longer merge section. 
3. The exiting off I 15 north at the 90 south Sandy exit which serves Sandy and is a gateway to the Cottonwood canyons is a night mare and is not adequately built to meet the demands and sheer number of cars.
4. You Civil engineering guys will like this thought, I-80 in Parleys is an Interstate Highway, that if we really streach or minds, imagination and thinking caps could be one of the first sections of America's High Speed Continental Railway. Yes. that is what I said.
With that in your mind visualize a Tunnel starting at East Canyon Resevior and Tunneling at grade to the Park City Jeremy Ranch or some determined Wasatch back location.  Such a tunnel could be used for the daily commuters either in cars, a to be build train serving the skier 
and commuters.  I would take off many cars on the road, would possibly shorten the time from PC to SLC and could certainly reduce emissions as a at grade road/train would require less fuel that one that had to climb over the pass.  As part of this I suggest that Parleys have 
designated bike lane so as to connect slc/pc with a cycling route and that would allow for connections to the east west supported trails to link with the Bonneville shore line and Jordan river trails.  (technically you could then ride your bike on designated trails from center of slc 
valley to Evenston wy.

Alta, UT 3a 5/1/2015



5. Immediately develop a large park and ride and transit center at the large unused space of land by the Olympus Mall on the East Side of the Freeway. Look into buying the abandoned Binggeli Rock Quarry at the North end of the Wasatch Blvd rock quarry complex, and 
develop it as a mixed use park and ride transit commerce center. It is across the street from the current park and ride at 6200.  See if it would work out with the  County/ Sandy to develop apark in ride on the west side of the road across from the UDOT sand/gravel storage by 
the La Calle.
There has been talk of turning that vacant hillside and adjacent land west of the La Calle into a park this proposed parking lot could serve both the park and skiers. I know that the disc golf community would love a course on some of that land, ideally you need 20-acres.
All of these lots would serve the UTA/ Resort partnered transit plan. Remember a vast portion of the UTA SKi buses were purchased with ski area moneys.
6. Westbound I-80 at the Kimball Junction is a nightmare ( funky double lane feeder) possibly replace with a meter or additional lane all the way to Jeremy. Plus the uphill section of I-80 west from Jeremy  to the Summit is inadequate to handle all the traffic especially with so 
many oil gas trucks or just normal Interstate traffic, Suggest an additional lane for the uphill section, ease congestion.
7. Probably one of my more wilder uses of the 3.5 billion would be to explore a TRAX line from the University that would run down foothill to Olympus hills and then follow I-215 to the trax at 6200 or 7200 area.
Truly the Cottonwoods need transportation assistance but not a train, as one of my long time friends and a 2nd generation Alta Businessman once said " Every boy wants a train at Christmas, but that doesn't mean they are going to get one.  The proposed suggestions will 
certainly assist the Transportation needs of a far greater number of users on a daily basis, assisting the city with better flow of traffic, as opposed to destroying the National Scenic Byway Status of Little Cottonwood Canyon which on its busiest days has 12000 to 13000 vehicles 
at max
Environment:  The single most important aspect of the Wasatch, its scenic and unique proximity to SLC, is the reason we are here.  However over use it , lose it.  It is our H2 O supply and suggest that a special watershed management area that have very restrictive usage be 
developed. I am not a fan of the NATION MONUMMENT as proposed since such designated status usually creates increased usage and visitation.  We need to create our own unique Salt Lake City solution such as an County Watershed management district that allows for 
regulated usage but still could allow for the usage of helicopters for rescue purposes only.  For Example Seattle has a watershed area that is completely off limits to any and all use. we don't need something that restrictive.
Some of my biggest concerns are that on much of these land no US Forest Service Carrying Capacity evaluations have been established for either summer or winter. It might even get to the point where you need to get a permit to hike in mill creek go to donut fall or hike white 
pine.... time tell.
 truly think that the multi county and various governmental agencies need to develop a species specific list of landscaping plants that are native to the region and are suited for residential plantings at homes and business that are built in this fragile ecosystem. As a wildflower 
guide and long time resident I have seen much development of once pristine lands and have seen too many non native invasive species planted.
I am deeply concerned about the lack of the proposed plans on the lands under discussion in the Federal.Private land swap they all look to solely serve the further expansion of the ski areas, The one most worrisome is the snowbird one do the get more land to create a base 
facility in American fork, virtually assuring more people development and degredation of the environment in a currently undisturbed area.
Fyi about to be logged of this computer will finish the rest of comments in a second e mail.

Mountain Accord Planners
375 West 200 South, Suite 275
Salt Lake City, UT 84101
The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

American Fork, UT 4/29/2015

Dear Sir/Madam:
I own a home in Park City, Utah on Crescent Road.
I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity.  I think it will improve transportation to/from Utah's ski resorts, help Utah’s economy and help Utah compete with other ski regions.
Thank you,

Arlington, VA 4/29/2015

To whom this may concern,
As a regular international skier to Utah and other North American ski resorts, I whole heartedly support the ‘one Wasatch’ and over snow connectivity. It makes the decision of which resorts or states to ski in much easier – a very compelling chase to ski in the Wasatch.    
Message: A great idea, it will certainly make a trip to Utah much more appealing to overseas skiers such as myself who would like to experience as many different resorts as possible in a short period of time. 


Australia 4/30/2015

Bill and I have not been at the last Planning and Zoning Meeting and not at the last Town Council Meeting because we do what so many Alta residents do after Alta closes. This year we sacrificed for all of you and left in early April so that you would get 3 feet of snow on April 
15. We hope you all got to enjoy the “Pow”. We are voting residents of Alta but go to Bend, OR for 5 months in the summer and do not return to Alta until the snow comes. We did live in Alta full time for 10 years. And so know what it is like to be in Alta after the Ski Lifts close. 
For the six weeks from the time Alta closes until the Summer Rd. opens around the Fourth of July there is not a need for train transportation up and down the canyon and only a minimal need for bus transportation.No one visits Alta. During the ski season and thru the summer 
months I would like to see greatly improved bus transportation in Little Cottonwood Canyon like the shuttles that are used in Zion. These could be designed for greater speed, frequency and capacity and have a modern look and feel. Snowsheds could be built along the road 
path where needed. The shuttle would limit the car traffic in the canyon and require less need for large parking areas in the Albion Grill area. A “Town Center” could be developed in the Albion Grill area with a bus transportation hub. Employee housing could be in this area 
and a good restaurant. We already have wonderful ski shops in Alta. I hope Alta would never have a need for fur shops and jewelry boutiques like those in Vail. I tryto buy some equipment from the Alta shops, but usually go to Kirkham’s or REI in Salt Lake. At those stores Alta 
locals do not have to pay the extra sales tax that is charged in Alta. In the summer the canyon is crowded with people mainly from Salt Lake who come to see the flowers and to hike. These visitors might have dinner up in Alta or buy lunch supplies from the Grill, but they will 
do there shopping in Salt Lake also at REI or Costco or at the many shops they have easy access to in The Valley. Our little “Town Center” should evaluate the viability of shops. I am enthusiastic about the land swap with the forest service. I want
to see Superior, Flagstaff, The Emmas and Grizzley Gulch protected. It seems to make a lot of sense to have Alta Ski Lifts own and control the land along the rope tow. I am also in favor of the Ski Lift Company developing another hotel in this area and hopefully it will have a 
great restaurant that we can all frequent. In the larger transportation picture, I feel a commuter train would be a great addition in Parley’s Canyon along the I80 corridor. Mountain Accord has stated that a train here would not move travelers faster than cars. Which may be so, 
but the train would take many cars off the road with their exhaust pollution much as the Frontrunner has taken cars off I15. Commuters travel this route year round in both directions. How nice for them to be able to read a paper, do work or socialize on the twice a day trips 
from Salt Lake to Park City and Park City to Salt Lake. All of you connected with the Town of Alta and Mountain Accord have put so much work into your proposals. I support some of your changes to our Town. I do think of the “Town Center” as our Town Offices, Our Lady of 
the Snow and our Post Office. A more elaborate “Town Center” could be established near the Albion Grill. But the train proposal, I believe, would be an environmental disaster to our beautiful
Little Cottonwood Canyon

Bend, Oregon 4/18/2015

As a property owner in Park city I have for years wondered at the total inability/failure of the various ski resorts to offer a single large product for skiing – this product is available in Europe yet 5 resorts within a stone’s throw of each other have over the years been unable to 
achieve a relatively simple and sensible result.    It is with a feeling of relief that I see that common sense has prevailed and that which ought to have existed years ago will now hopefully exist in the near future.  I support the imitative wholeheartedly.

Bermuda 4/30/2015

Although we are from the east, we loved to ski in Alta and Snowbird.
We are opposed to the commercialization of One Wasatch.

Bethlehem, PA 4/30/2015



I am a frequent visitor to the Wasatch because of the balance that currently exists between developed and undeveloped skiing. Please protect the existing backcountry skiing opportunities and conserve the natural environment. Any decisions made should consider Grizzly 
Gulch, as one of the prime, easily accessible backcountry areas that currently exists.
Also, please consider an uphill travel policy for all the resorts in the range. 
Look to Winter Wildlands Alliance and the Wasatch Backcountry Alliance for more detailed suggestions.
Thank you for your time,

Boise, ID 4/30/2015

Dear Mountain Accord Executive Board:
Having previously signed and submitted official comments on behalf of Winter Wildlands Alliance, the organization I lead, and Wasatch Backcountry Alliance, where I serve as a board member, I hope you will accept the following as personal comments on the proposed 
Blueprint. The Winter Wildlands Alliance/Wasatch Backcountry Alliance comments provide recreational, environmental and economic arguments for protecting the remaining undeveloped lands of the Wasatch – a head response, if you will. Please consider what follows a heart 
response from a fifth generation Utahn with unwavering fidelity to these mountains.
I grew up at the base of the Wasatch with Little Cottonwood Creek flowing through my backyard.While my parents did not ski (though we spent plenty of time in the mountains during summer) at nine years old I begged my mother to sign me up for the free Deseret News Ski 
School at Alta. To say that first experience sliding on snow set my life’s path is not an exaggeration. From that day on I identified first and foremost as a skier, with the checkered school attendance record to prove it. I stayed in Salt Lake for college, attending the University of 
Utah, because I couldn’t fathom being away from Wasatch. After college I began working in Utah’s resort and tourism industry in positions first at the Park City Chamber/Bureau then the U.S. Ski Team, Park City Ski Area (yes, we were proudly a ski area, not a resort at that 
time) and finally serving for five years as president of the Utah Ski Association and its marketing company Ski Utah.After my D News Ski School experience I saved my allowance and lawn mowing money to buy my first pair of skis and boots – used from the rental fleet at the 
now long defunct Jerry’s Sporting Goods in Murray. In the ensuing years I always put money away first from my summer jobs to buy a season pass in the fall – if memory serves, $125 for a season pass at Solitude
during my high school and college years.My years in Utah’s resort industry corresponded with steady growth in skier days and development and I am proud of the work my colleagues and I did to help put Utah skiing on the map. At the same time, more skiers meant less 
powder and I, like many other skiers and snowboarders, began venturing into the backcountry in search of an untracked experience. I did not expect for the whole of the backcountry experience to affect me in such a profound way. That is to say, the Zen-like one-foot-in-front-
of-the-other rhythm of a long skin track approach, the exhilaration, of course, of face shots in deep Wasatch powder, but even more so, the direct connection to a landscape one discovers when you know that landscape will exact a life-ordeath toll for a poor decision. I was not 
alone in venturing away from resorts and into the backcountry. In fact, while nationwide resort skier days are flat or declining (and I’m extremely happy to see Utah resort skier days continue to buck that trend), backcountry skiing and snowboarding are experiencing double-
digit growth every year and backcountry gear sales are the only segment of winter sports equipment in growth mode. While my allegiance to Utah’s ski resorts remains strong, it was in part my discovery of the backcountry world that led me away from the resort industry and, 
after a short hiatus, into my current role at Winter Wildlands Alliance, a national organization devoted to promoting the winter backcountry experience and protecting the places that experience takes place. Suffice it to say, I have one foot firmly planted in Utah’s resort world 
and the other in theWasatch backcountry and a deep interest in seeing both remain viable. I believe the current balance between developed resort skiing and undeveloped backcountry skiing in the Wasatch is not only fragile but is the area’s strongest selling card economically. 
Indeed, the future of Utah’s recreation and tourist economy may very well lie more in what is protected than in what is developed. My plea to you, as Mountain Accord Executive Committee Members, however, comes not from an economic or a skiing perspective, but from a 
place more basic and fundamental. The Wasatch is truly unique and truly priceless. In the truest sense of “the commons,” these mountains are a birthright that each of you and I and the generations that follow share. A place to find solitude and respite from the ever-increasing 
noise and stress of city life and to experience what wildness remains on its own terms. We owe it to our children and their children to protect their birthright. To my mind, preserving the Wasatch as a shared birthright means holding development in check. I support land 
exchanges that will protect the remaining undeveloped lands, particularly in the upper reaches of Big and Little Cottonwood, in exchange for base area acreage where development is appropriate and for water for expanded snowmaking to help resorts be more viable. I cannot 
support the One Wasatch concept or, for that matter, any further connection that destroys the backcountry character of the remaining undeveloped lands. I recognize the need for transportation solutions but I am deeply concerned by what seems a myopic insistence that a 
train and tunnels are that solution. I certainly do not support tying land exchanges to protect open space to the train/tunnel alternative. At the very least, a broader array of transportation alternatives should be thoroughly studied before deciding on a solution. In the 
meantime, land and water exchanges should move forward independently. Finally, heartfelt thanks to each of you for your countless hours of work and your willingness to take on such a huge endeavor as Mountain Accord. The decisions before you are monumental and 
permanent. Please, be vigilant and wise in preserving this irreplaceable resource not just for today but for future generations.

Boise, ID 5/1/2015

Please thoughtfully consider the One Wasatch proposal.
I am one who was very concerned about the impact such a proposal would have on the beautiful mountains and nature we all love in Utah when I first heard of this proposal.
After a moderate amount of studying the issue and thinking about the incredible way each of the resorts in question have preserved nature’s bounty with their existing developments, I am very much in favor of the One Wasatch proposal.  
It will make life SO much easier and will showcase Utah in a way no other place on earth can be showcased.

Boston, MA 5/1/2015

To whom it may concern,
I am writing to provide input on the proposals outlined in the Mountain Accord.
I have been skiing at Alta since my father, who was in the 10th Mountain Division during WW II, brought our family to Utah in 1964. I have skied, hiked, and worked in Little Cottonwood Canyon. I have skied from Alta to Brighton and back. I have also witnessed many changes 
over the years including expansions at Alta (relatively minor), Park City and Salt Lake City (both major). With these changes has come the severe pollution and congestion problems I have seen develop in the valley.
As you can tell, Alta is a very special place for me and my family. Although we live in Colorado, we make a special point to visit Alta every year. We have fostered the love of the area in a third generation and I suspect that it will not be too long before a fourth generation joins 
us. We are all taken by the quiet, end of canyon experience which remains relatively pristine and peaceful. The value of open space for watershed and wildlife should not be underestimated.
As a result I recommend BRT up Little Cottonwood Canyon and a train to Park City with no tunnel in between the canyons. A tunnel would bring too much traffic and development to the small canyons adversely affecting the things that make Little and Big Cottonwood Canyons 
special. The money spent on such a large project could be better utilized to increase mass transit in the valley where many more people would benefit.
Although I understand the value of large resort areas such as Park City, I believe it is critical to maintain the character of small resorts as well. The renewing effects of time in a place like Alta cannot be overestimated. If all the canyon resorts are connected, becoming one mega-
resort, there will be no reason for us to travel anywhere farther than Vail. Please do not let this happen.
Thank you for your consideration

Boulder, CO 4/30/2015

Clearly a win for the Utah ski industry and economy. Boulder, CO 5/1/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Bountiful, UT 4/28/2015

     There should be no tram, gondola, chairlifts, etc. linking 
 Bountiful, UT 4/30/2015



My Comments:
    There should be no tram, gondola or chairlifts linking the canyons with each other or with Park City.  There should be no train up LCC and no tunnel to Park City.
    What we should do, is run a natural gas powered shuttle bus system in LCC and BCC as they do in Zion National Park.  The shuttle should be free or very low cost in order to incentivize their use.  Private auto traffic would be prohibited after 7am when the trams started 
running. Even then, one would need to get a permit (perhaps with a cost) in order to drive up the Canyon early for "dawn patrol" etc.  The shuttles would have to run every 15 minutes. In winter, there would need to be express shuttles that run non-stop to the ski resorts, and 
slower shuttles that stop at or near the trail heads for backcountry skiers. 
In summer, the express shuttles would not be needed.  The regular shuttle would stop at or reasonably close to hiking trail heads and climbing spots. 
The Trax system would need to be linked to the shuttles at the Bottom of each canyon. This would lessen the need for bigger parking lots/structures at the bottom.
If P k Cit  t   t i  t  S lt L k  V ll  it t  th h P l  C  

Bountiful, UT 4/30/2015

Attn: Wastach Mountain Accord (Ski-1 Utah)
The most cost effective approach to expanding year round access and to reduce canyon traffic would be to reevaluate and  expand UTA service into and within the canyons:
- Establish parking arrangements at the various commercial centers for only  weekend parking (Old Mill Center / 30th East Parking Structures / Park City Resorts /etc. ).  Parking could start on a trial bases, be patrolled by the UTA Security Force and would accommodate highest 
& best use for the busy weekends.   
- Have a two tear system of UTA buses: 1) express buses to service only the major parking lots in the canyon (All Resorts / Cardiff / Tanner Flats / etc.).  Then  establish a coach system  in canyon using smaller sight-seeing type dome coaches having bike and ski racks to service 
all trail head in both summer and winter.
- Key element is to have “strict no parking enforcement”  everywhere except in designated lots.  No parking along any road in the canyon.  People wanting to use the canyon may be refed to commercial parking lots at or near the canyon.  Regular express buses will have 
scheduled to service all the larger and commercial lots both in and out of the canyons.  An Informational  kais should be established on the highway at the mouth of both Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons.  Smaller UTA coaches may be regularly scheduled  between Park City, 
Wasatch State Park, Brighton and etc.
- Eliminating auto traffic by using sight-seeing dome like coaches in the canyon will enhance bike riding, accommodate hiking, backcountry skiing, build year round tourism  and increase other meaningful canyon use with the possibility of new year round destination venues in 
the canyons.
- Ski-1 Utah with be able to  make the necessary connections between all the resorts with the minimal use of additional  chairlift and/or trams.

                  

Brighton, UT 3/26/2015

We are homeowners in Brighton and have been concerned about the issues that you have been asked to consider.
Wilderness, watershed, and clean air should be top priority as you look at the health of the Cottonwood Canyons.  We suggest the following to be taken into consideration:
1.  No tunnels should be built or connecting trams from one canyon or one resort to another.     It works in the Swiss Alps because of the magnitude of the size of the range.  The Wasatch range in comparison is small and so much more fragile.    Any type of connection would 
scar the wilderness and be more of a benefit for tourists than for the locals who treasure these areas.
2.  Please consider putting a pay booth at the mouth of each canyon for the summer season from May to November.    It was mentioned in your community meeting that there was more traffic in the summer months than winter months.The money generated by the toll booths 
would lessen car traffic and pay for better established trailhead parking and amenities.    Common sense seems to say that if people have to pay to use the canyons, the money can be used to upgrade and maintain the canyon.   Buses should be available for those who don't 
want to pay.  But, it will lessen car traffic if people have to pay and they will take more ownership in the care of the canyon.  There will be less pollution as well.  (Good examples are Millcreek Canyon and Snow Canyon.)
3. Limit any type of developments in these canyons.    We do not want Brighton to turn into a Deer Valley.   Let the tourists and developers enjoy the Park City area, but leave these canyons for the enjoyment for the locals and their posterity.
Thank-you for your consideration.   Please do the right thing for our future.

Brighton, UT 4/30/2015

I am distressed that the Mountain Accord proposal seems to put the interests of corporations (specifically ski and hotel corporations) ahead of the interests of Utah residents and the Wasatch environment.
I believe that, in planning for the future, our priorities should be:  1) Protection of the unique ecosystem of our precious Wasatch; 2) Protection of our watershed; 3) Providing a variety of recreational opportunities for the people of Utah.  The interests of ski resort corporations 
and real estate developers should be far FAR down the list of priorities.  It is not our job as taxpayers and as stewards of our environment to enhance the profits of these business interests.
Based on those priorities:
I applaud the proposals to provide improved public transportation into each of the canyons.
I endorse the land swaps -- as long as we can be assured that that's ALL that the ski resorts will ask for.  (It seems that Snowbird is already looking for more!)
I am extremely opposed to any efforts to link ski resorts from one canyon to the next -- whether by tunnels or by lift systems such as SkiLink.  Such schemes will provide almost no benefit to local skiers.  The only ones who will truly benefit are the ski corporations, who can use 
them as marketing gimmicks.
I hope that you'll listen sincerely to public input on your proposal.

Brighton, UT 5/1/2015

I support One Wasatch.  I think it would be fun to enjoy more of the mountains.  I think it would be good for Utah economy and set it apart from other destinations.  
It will make my ski vacations more fun and enjoyable and we would stay longer.

Carlsbad, CA 4/30/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Clinton, UT 4/29/2015

I’ve been visiting Salt Lake City once to twice a year for the last ten years, primarily in Winter to ski at Alta and Snowbird.  Coming from Colorado,  Utah is a much needed escape from the overcrowded mega-resorts.  The population boom will be unavoidable, but I hope that 
the current state of Utah’s Central Wasatch resorts does not change one bit for as long as possible, otherwise, people like me will no longer visit and look towards the next, less crowded snow haven.  I especially do not want to see the connecting of resorts as this will ruin the 
surrounding backcountry and promote the mega-resort vibe that many of us want to avoid.

Thanks

Colorado 3/17/2015



Dear Committee Members: The Wasatch Mountain Club was represented on the Recreation, Envrionment and Economic Systems Committees as well as the Steering Committee during the development of the blueprint. We appreciate the opportunity to have participated in the 
planning process for the future of the Wasatch Mountains. We will limit our comments to those issues that most affect our members and these involve dispersed recreation (hiking, skiing, biking and the like) and transportation to trialheads. We believe the process has 
identified the key issues facing the Wasatch. The governing board and members believe that the first priority is to maintain the quality and quantity of water produced by our mountains. Following close behind is preserving the visual and natural values. We are in general 
agreement with the Environment System Proposed Actions. We are also in general agreement with the Recreation System Proposed Actions. Protecting backcountry access and protecting existing backcountry winter use from additional lift-served users is key to our enjoyment 
of the winter Wasatch. The land exchange between the ski areas and publi clands is important for us to see resolved. An enhanced trail system will be welcomed and should focus on the most at risk areas in the foothills including the BST. For the Economic System we support 
generating additional tax revenue so there can be reinvestment in funding land purchases, trail improvements and the like. We strongly support the concept of focusing development in already developed areas and keeping the bulk of development out of the mountains. As for 
the Transportation System we support expanding transit services in Mill Creek, Little Cottonwood and Big Cottonwood Canyons. We do have concerns regarding the connection between Little Cottonwood canyon and Summit County. We are not in favor of the aerial solution. A 
transportation system will need to serve the many trailheads we use both summer and winter. We look forward to working out the details during the NEPA process. Our continued support of the current Mountain Accord process and draft blueprint is based on all parties 
continuing to work in good faith toward a vision that protects the canyon environment and citizen interests. Regards: William McCarvill President, Wasatch Mountain Club

Cottonwood 
Heights, UT

3/23/2015

Dear Mountain Accord Executive Board:
We, the undersigned, write to express our support for the Mountain Accord process which we believe can become the most effective means to preserve and protect the integrity of the Central Wasatch Mountain area. In briefly outlining our thinking, we will make clear our 
emphatic opposition to the consideration of a proposed rail link connecting ski areas in Little Cottonwood Canyon to other locations in the Central Wasatch Mountain region. It is our understanding that the Mountain Accord process has established four areas of concern upon 
which to focus its study, these being:
Environment Recreation Transportation Economic
We will address comments to these collectively and individually. Further, we strongly suggest that the Mountain Accord process realizes that its constituency and primary beneficiary is and must continue to be the citizens of the Salt Lake valley and the state of Utah and not 
tourists from other parts of the US and the world. This reality must be axiomatic to the planning process.
It is our belief that to be effective the Mountain Accord process must prioritize amongst it’s defined areas of focus. Clearly a workable plan cannot maximize objectives in each of these separate arenas. Our recommendation is that priorities should be aligned win the order 
states above.
Environment
The Mountain Accord process seeks to plan responsibly for an environ that is totally unique- visitors come from across the country and around the world to share in it’s abundance with the local populace. At the same time this fragile resource is watershed providing for a 
significant portion of the needs of the greater Salt Lake valley. Also requiring careful attention is the sensitive ecosystem hosting floral and fauna and is already stressed by the climate change. The environment is and must continue to be Mountain Accord’s foremost 
responsibility and priority. The recognition of this priority must preclude the consideration of the implementation of a rail system in the Mountain Accord final plan. Nothing contemplated thus far in the process could be more devastating in the Central Wasatch environment 
that the construction, operation and maintenance of any form of railroad transportation.
Recreation
Second only to environmental concerns, the Mountain Accord process must be concerned with the preservation and enhancement of recreation capacities. Skiers, hikers, bikers, backpackers, climbers and site seers all treasure the pristine and unique beauty of the Central 
Wasatch. A responsible plan must view the sanctity of this wilderness experience as inviolate and assure it’s passage to future generations as it has been received in the present day. Clearly any form of rail transportation will not meet that criterion. 
Transportation
Visionary transportation planning is integral to the Mountain Accord process. This must be accomplished by the creation of a system that transports people primarily to resorts, and secondarily between them and at all times constrained by causing minimal impact upon the 
environmental and recreational realities as discussed above. Budget and flexibility matters must be considered as well. It would seem obvious that given the variables in this equation that a modern well financed bus transportation system is by far the most effective and 
practical solution and vastly superior to any rail alternative. This conviction takes an added credence when the Mountain Accord considers that it’s constituency and primary beneficiary is the local populace rather than the tourist trade. The latter’s experience need not suffer 
when a well-equipped bus system is in place and if necessary, the present day ski interconnect is augmented as needed. Obviously additional verbiage can be brought to bear on this subject matter. In this interest of brevity, we will allow this to suffice.
Economic
The economic well being of the many businesses associated and dependent on the Central Wasatch Mountain region must receive conscientious scrutiny. Full discussions of this topic is not feasible in this format so we would suggest the following matters for the Executive 
Board to consider:
1. Economic/business growth in any form that imperils the environment, the recreational enjoyment or quality of life experience should be considered counter productive.
2. Each recreational/resort area has a finite capacity. Future growth can and will be supplied to a significant degree by population growth in the Salt Lake valley and the state of Utah. Well crafted financial models will assure reasoned, profitable and efficient expansion.
3. Powerful economic interests can be expected to exert pressure upon the Mountain Accord process which may or may not be consistent with the priorities stated herein. These must be identified and resisted.
4. $5 billion and counting for a rail system that can drastically detract from that which it seeks to service is unconscionable when a well designed bus alternative can serve with greater flexibility and less impact at a fraction of the cost.
We thank you for your consideration of our thinkings. 


Cottonwood 
Heights, UT

4/20/2015

As a taxpayer and Utah resident since 1967.  I want it to be known that my opinion and position on the Mountain Accord, exactly reflects the Wasatch Backcountry Alliance.  Here's a link to this position http://wasatchbackcountryalliance.org/2015/04/22/wasatch-backcountry-
alliance-submits-blueprint-comments-to-mountain-accord/
Also I want to point out that I use the Wasatch mountains to hike, bike, ski, fish and rock climb.  I ski, hike, and bike both the backcountry and resorts, and I see no reason to make the ski resorts any larger. They are large enough already.  One Wasatch is a completely stupid 
idea. There is no sound financial logic that One Wasatch will bring more skiers or tourism dollars.  When Whistler/Blackcomb combined it didn't bring them more skiers/dollars.  Don't make the same mistake they did.  The fastest growing segment in the ski industry is 
backcountry skiing.  The state of Utah will probably lose tourism dollars if they combine the resorts as backcountry ski tourists who eat drink and stay in hotels will go some where else.  These backcountry skiers also usually do a resort day to two as well.  It think One Wasatch 
will cost Utah dearly

Cottonwood 
Heights, UT

4/24/2015

I am glad to see many groups involved in planning for growth.
The pristine beauty of our canyons must be preserved for the future.  The watershed is of paramount importance.  Limiting commercial growth must happen to protect this asset.  
There is no need for tunnels or overland transport to link the many ski areas.  We are about to have the largest ski area in America with the Canyons Park City linkup.
Rail access in the Cottonwood Canyons needs extensive study as the potential for negative impact on the canyons is great.  How it would be connected to the rest of the Valley must also be addressed.
Growing Snowbird to the south is distressing.
I favor a very conservative approach.

Cottonwood 
Heights, UT

4/25/2015

I moved to UT primarily for love, but almost as important, for the quality of life afforded by the fabulous outdoor opportunities. I love to ski, snowshoe, hike and take nature photographs.
I believe public transport up the canyon roads should be frequent, comfortable, easy and affordable.  I am a skier and guilty of using a car to get up the canyons, although I try to carpool. Part of the reason I moved to UT from the east coast was because of the beauty of the 
Wasatch Mountains, and the terrific skiing and hiking. Perhaps a special bus lane could work, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where feasible, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during winter peak times. Currently, I oppose a railway which 
would be an eyesore. Construction would likely negatively impact water quality and wildlife. Tunnels among Little Cottonwood Canyon, Big Cottonwood Canyon and Park City support ski resort marketing, especially for Park City area resorts, as the Cottonwood side of the 
Wasatch gets better snow.  I am adamantly opposed to connecting the Summit and SL County resorts in this way. Tunnels pose environmental threats during and after construction and connecting the resorts would diminish the skiing experience for those of us who live and 
recreate on the Cottonwood Canyons side (Alta, Snowbird, Brighton, Solitude). 
I support thoughtful land exchanges that preserve pristine Wasatch back country while allowing limited additional development in currently impacted areas.   Land exchanges may lessen disputes over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands- a good thing.  
Permanent protection for public lands is crucial. l like those proposed in the 2010 Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act.  I support limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand. 
Please factor in climate change, i.e. global warming. The forecast is for declining snow packs and increasing wild fire threats- how will these affect the ski resorts and the Accord?

Cottonwood 
Heights, UT

4/28/2015

I applaud the effort of Mountain Accord, but I worry that its being driven too much by the stakeholders with the most power: the resorts and developers.  I see too many concesions being given to those stake holders, and not enough towards preservation.  One thing that 
doesn't come up:  how tiny the Wasatch really is.  It is a very small mountain range.  A small development has a huge impact.  ( One ridge line can connect two seemingly separate areas - so any changes in one area really affect adjacent areas ).  The Wasatch are NOT the Alps - 
we do not have that much space to work with.
I think we need to focus more on preservation of the little back country feel we have, and limit the resorts and other private land holders to their existing shares, not expand them.  Public transportation should be worked on, with a focus on reducing private car trips.  ( 
Especially to the resorts, who generate the biggest amount of traffic )
Thank you for your consideration,

Cottonwood 
Heights, UT

4/28/2015



Mountain Accord Planners
375 West 200 South, Suite 275
Salt Lake City, UT 84101

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.

Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?

*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?

Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Cottonwood 
Heights, UT

4/28/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Cottonwood 
Heights, UT

4/28/2015



The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
D i  th  l t h  t   i  i t i  th  d t  f  M t i  A d i  th  f  f t i ti   h t th  t l d d ill b  f  ki t  i  th  f t

Cottonwood 
Heights, UT

4/28/2015

Hello,
I find the Transportation section of your Blueprint to be a terrible idea.
The idea that you would make more lanes for a BRT system up Little Cottonwood is stupid. The Canyon is very narrow. A Train is also a very bad idea. The Bus up Little Cottonwood needs to run more often.
This looks like a public Land grab  


Cottonwood 
Heights, UT

4/29/2015

I just wanted to comment that I am in favor of using Light rail to access Little Cottonwood Canyon. The current model is not sustainable. Cottonwood 
Heights, UT

4/30/2015

I have been actively involved with Mountain Accord since its inception, serving on the Recreation System group representing an environmental organization. I have also done a great deal of outreach and community engagement to encourage public comment. I am a resident of 
Cottonwood Heights but the community where I work and play is Alta. I moved here after college 5 years ago and fell in love with Alta's unique environment and community. 
While I am happy to see a large group of representative stakeholders at the table working to plan for the Central Wasatch, I am deeply concerned about some of the proposed actions in the Blueprint. 
The proposed land swap between the Forest Service and Alta Ski area of base facility zone land for upper elevation land does provide a unique opportunity for conservation between the Emma's and Superior ridgeline, however, the potential for development in the base facility 
zone is concerning. I believe it should be a value for value transfer and possibly only include the land that Alta's existing facilities currently occupy. I see a great opportunity to place the area into a permanent protective land designation such as a conservation area, national 
recreation area or a national monument. I believe we need to protect the Central Wasatch from any further development and preserve this beautiful area for generations to come. I support the permanent protection of the Emma Ridges to Superior ridgeline from development.  
 
I recognize that there is a need for an improvement in public transportation in LCC. However, I am not yet convinced that a train is the most cost effective, efficient or best answer. I look forward to further examination of cumulative impacts during the NEPA process. I feel that 
the bus system is far from optimized andwith proper implementation, could service both the ski resorts and dispersed users on a year-round basis far more effectively than a train. 
·     I am extremely concerned about the potential connection from Alta with BCC and Park City. I think this would change the character of our top of the canyon community forever and may be detrimental to the environment. The tunnel would basically be a taxpayer-funded 
connection that would exist to benefit four businesses (ski resorts) with no/very little validation that such a connection would actually be economically beneficial to those busineses  There are no significant “problems” that an LCC/BCC tunnel would solve, despite a 
considerable cost to taxpayers.
I do NOT support a chairlift in Grizzly Gulch.  I recognize that it is private property, but I also appreciate that much of Alta’s operations are on public land and that they stand to benefit greatly from enhanced base development on a lot of lucrative land, additional water use, 
increased snowmaking, and improved LCC transit.  Grizzly Gulch and the surrounding area should be put into some sort of permanent protection.  I believe that the current balance of ski area and back country terrain should be maintained. 
·    I support enabling the ski resorts to expand their summertime activities within their existing footprints.
·   I support enhanced modern avalanche mitigation techniques (ie Gas-X) above Alta. I do NOT support a chairlift on Flagstaff peak
·   I do not support extraordinarily-expensive, taxpayer-funded “solutions” to “problems” that enable profit maximization for ski resorts whose lift tickets are pricing their customers out of an already-flat-to-declining market.  


Cottonwood 
Heights, UT

4/30/2015

We all know that managing the increased population and therefore increased wilderness use
along the Wasatch Front is an issue. I need to make myself more familiar with the ENTIRE MC plan to comment on all of it,
but won't have time to do so before the comment period ends May 1st.
One issue I am acutely aware of Id like to comment on.
I live at the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon, use it most every day for skiing, hiking, mountain biking.
I think the idea of putting more lanes, or worse yet, a rail system, right up the gut of this pristine world class
Canyon is an absolutely huge error. Lets face it Guys, our precipitation patterns are going to drop in the next
decades due to a variety of factors. The ski industry WILL shrink, not grow, as a result of this.
WHY do we want to open the door to patterns that will inevitably shrink…by expanding?
This doesn't make sense. If anything, increase mandatory vehicle # restrictions on big days and increase the bus schedule
that is woefully inadequate at present.
As an every day user, these big crowded days are rare, maybe 10 days per year (powder days). Most often the LCC road is
quite empty and the resources at Alta and Snowbird are only receiving moderate use.
Why ruin / destroy yet another Utah paradise so the corporations at the top of the Canyon can figure out even more ways
to make money at the expense of the piece of earth that got them rich to begin with. Its hard not to get angry, but its important
to stay civil and look for answers that are valid.
PLEASE LEAVE LITTLE COTTONWOOD CANYON ALONE!!
Don't let the tentacles of the greed already in process in the other canyons and townships reach the magic Canyon.
Let them all go to Park City…Vail Corp will be ready for them with open arms, easy ski runs, tourist venues galore.
Leave LCC for the purists, the hardcores, whatever you want to call them. Keep it exclusive and please don't ruin the very aspect
that makes it sought after to begin with.
As mentioned, I need more detail on  the rest of your plan to make a constructive comment..
BUT I can say that ANY LIFTS CONNECTING PARK CITY TO BIG OR LITTLE COTTONWOOD CANYONS is a total waste of
money designed for nothing more than selling real estate and making Marketing Directors jobs easier. If developed, these
conduits aren't going to get used. Patrons want to ski, not sit on chairlifts going absurd distances and then having to return.
PLEASE DONT DESTROY OUR COVETED BACKCOUNTRY AREA WITH METAL POLES AND CABLES AND CHAIRS.
Thanks all of you for your dedication to finding some sort of solution.
I can only hope that the decision makers have or do actually use the areas and take part in the activities that will be forever altered by

    

Cottonwood 
Heights, UT

4/30/2015

I am very much opposed to any proposal for connecting the Cottonwoods with the Park City side of the mountain, or any of the Park City resorts.
I agree that traffic in Little Cottonwood canyon is not sustainable, and options should be researched to provide better transit up Little Cottonwood from the Salt Lake City side.  The current transit option that I'm aware of, the bus, is not appealing due to high cost, low capacity, 
slow speed, and inconvenient hours of operation.

Cottonwood 
Heights, UT

4/30/2015



I believe
1) we have been intrusive enough into nature. 
2) we have enough people using the Canyons as it is.
3) we don't need to connect all these ski areas together.  How many different runs does one have to ski in a day?  To spend all that money (where it is needed a lot more in a lot of other places) and further invade our land to cater to those who want more variety???   
Unthinkable that boredom could be so powerful!!!
I do favor a more extensive year-round transit system with smaller, energy-efficient busses, at a lower cost for consumers, which would reduce cars in the canyon outside of Winter.  Other than Winter, perhaps a bus every two hours, on the hour, from the canyon mouths, with 
a couple of stops mid-canyon, well marked with flashing lights approaching the stops.  I think this would reduce the number of cars in the Summer. 
Also, I think the bus schedule connecting Big and Lilttle Cottonwood Canyons should be easier and cheaper and take less time.  And something should be created to provide cheaper transportation to Park City as well.  Thanks so much for your time and dedication.

Cottonwood 
Heights, UT

4/30/2015

Hi:  A quick comment on the Mountain Accord transportation study.  Just do the train up Little Cottonwood Canyon as it is the only plan that makes long term sense.  It is a solution that will last for decades and decades. Cottonwood 
Heights, UT

4/30/2015



Transportation system
Each side of the Wasatch should complete the improvements of their own particular transportation needs prior to starting the balance of the suggested plan. The updating of the system should be completed as stage one.
- These improvements would include increased parking and widening of the entry roads to the Park City area from US 40 and I80. In Salt Lake, complete the planned expansion of the commuter roads from 6200 South along Wasatch to the Canyon Mouths.  
-Use the already existing alternate road up the south side of Little Cottonwood Canyon to circumvent avalanche dangers. Don’t incur the additional expense of “sheds”.
-Restrict all traffic up both Cottonwood Canyons during peak times by using required public transportation.
-The Park and Ride system would be preferred due to the variance of traffic use during the week, month, season and activity.
Recreation System
Recognize and conserve the integrity of the Front and Back. Review the differences between the uses, goals and desired focus of the Cottonwood Canyons verses the Summit county areas to capitalize on those varied contributions to our way of life.
-The Cottonwoods are more local in feel with minimal commercial and destination resort focus. They are enjoyed for their wilderness, resources, daily use and individual natural habitat use. The canyons are boxed and accessed by smaller county roads.
-The Park City area is internationally focused with maximum commercial development towards a destination resort for winter and summer activities. The area is very open and visible with its primary access from an Interstate road system and easily improved county roads.
Environmental Systems
All the natural resources in the Central Wasatch are irreplaceable and should be preserved by using common sense not financial gain.
-The water shed needs to be protected as it is the primary source of Wasatch Front culinary water.
- Do not increase the allotment of water for commercial use, particularly for snow making.
-Increase public access, preservation of wilderness and open space through the transfer of land from private into public to be governed by a National designation. Because it would be irreversible, restrict the transfer of public to private land until the addition information made 
available by the completion of the transportation systems has been reviewed.
-Do not start the transfer of public to private land ownership until the transportation and environmental difficulties are fully discussed and outcomes reviewed. Currently, there is not enough information available to make these restriction and development decisions.  
-Improve the quantity and quality of trail systems on both sides of the Wasatch.
-Promote cleaner air through restriction of auto use up the canyons and into the Park City areas.
Economic systems
Maintain existing balance between wilderness, resource, habitat, and development of the Wasatch Back and Front.
- Promote the differences between each side, the Wasatch Front and Back canyons. A diversity of emphasized activities and atmospheres is much more appealing to a broader range of visitors than one large concept not desired by everyone. The variety, also, broadens an 
economic base.
-If needed, development areas where people and infrastructure already exist putting a boundary on further mountain intrusion.  
-Be aware of concerns changes and development will diminish the individual character, beauty and economic contribution each area has to offer to all users.

Cottonwood 
Heights, UT

4/30/2015

I only have input on the Cottonwood Canyons (CC).  
A rail system seems very excessive, expensive and impracticable.  I am in favor of improving the bus service and then charging a toll on private vehicles in the CC at peak traffic times to limit the number of vehicles and improve the bus service.  The roads are generally good and 
could be widened in spots to accommodate faster and more frequent bus service.   
I am not in favor of a ski link joining Park City to the CC.  The population of areas east of the CC will likely grow very dramatically and providing mechanized access for many additional people will degrade the quality of the experience in the canyons.  Park City area residents 
chose to live there because of the existing special and desirable characteristics of their community, the same is true for residents on Salt Lake.  Park City has a huge amount of ski terrain and it could be expanded further without impacting the CC.  Park City area residents chose 
to live there without any reasonable expectation that they would have mechanized access into the CC and the Mountain Accord should not be designed to give them a windfall to the detriment of Salt Lake residents who will would have a degraded experience.  I am in favor of 
land swaps that will preserve or improve the current environmental conditions while giving the ski areas and other land holders as good or better economic value in concentrated areas near the current road systems.  
I am in favor of foot trails that would link the CC and Part City areas but not mountain biking.  The presence of mountain bikes on trails seriously degrades them for hikes.  Separate mountain biking trails could be established.

Cottonwood 
Heights, UT

4/30/2015

Thanks for allowing our comments on the Mountain Accord blueprint.  My family moved to Salt Lake 8 years ago and after completing medical training we made a list of all our most desired cities to start our careers and family: Salt Lake, Denver, Reno/Tahoe, Bozeman, 
Flagstaff.  We chose Salt Lake primarily for the Wasatch being in our backyard.  Unparalleled backcountry skiing, biking, hiking, camping. It is a jewel that no other place in the country has to offer and I commend your efforts to address these inevitable issues.
I understand the influence of the ski industry, but I feel that the Blueprint is weighted towards expansion of ski terrain.  Proposals to expand ski resort access have been unrelenting in the past and competition between our resorts will drive further expansion and development 
that can not be undone.  Public opinion over the years consistently supports more conservation and less development in the Central Wasatch.  My specific concerns regarding the Blueprint are as follows:
It appears the blueprint gives the ski resorts further expansion, a blueprint for interconnected resorts and base development.  They get water for snowmaking and they will have subsidized mass transit.  I understand that some important tracts of land would be preserved for 
public use, but the the proposal seems tilted towards expansion of resort "boundaries" into public lands.  Proposals such as a chair lift up Grizzly Gulch and Tuscarora will expand the resort "boundaries" on to ridges that allow unrestricted resort access to the "protected" side-
county and effectively expands the resorts terrain.  I would ask that the proposed Honeycomb lift at Solitude not go higher than the current lift and not allow access into Silver Fork.  
I would ask that The Blueprint retain all suggested open land protections, including Grizzly Gulch-Catherines Pass and prevent resort expansion beyond current boundaries with no interconnect of any type.   The resorts will get increased base development, water and an 
improved transportation system (not an interconnect of tunnels or chairlifts).
As a user of public transportation, I would be much more inclined to abandon my car if the bus service was expanded, cheap and had stops at the major dispersed trailheads such as White Pine, Argents, Butler Fork, Mineral Fork etc.  I would not favor a publically funded train 
or tunnel at this time and think that expansion of parking and increased subsidized bus services up all three canyons is a more practical approach than a billion dollar public project that primarily benefits the ski resorts.
Thanks for your consideration and work on the Mountain Accord

Cottonwood Heights, 4/30/2015



Dear Mtn Accorders, 
Please find the following comments with regard to the MA proposals so far. I greatly appreciate the opportunity to comment on the process, thanks very much! As such, please find the following comments:
Background - My perspective
To, please, understand my perspective I must reprise some of the past history I have observed here. When I moved to the Butlerville area (now Cottonwood Heights) almost 38 years ago there was no development on the east side of Wasatch Blvd between Big Cottonwood 
Canyon and Olympus Cove. The Old Mill/Big Cottonwood Valley was nearly all dark at night, almost down to Holliday Blvd. The I-215 freeway did not exist there, it ended to the north at 4500 South. Only woods, the Old Mill and Demet's Tavern (now Hog Wallow) and the 
narrow BCC road existed in the Old Mill/BCC Valley. At that time in the Cottonwood Canyons there was a good balance between dispersed and developed recreation influenced terrain. But in the short period of time since then I have seen the original Powder Park, Desolation 
Lake area, Beartrap Canyon, Honeycomb Cliffs, Clayton Peak/Snake Creek Pass and Catherine's Pass areas in Big Cottonwood Canyon, and the Point Supreme/Catherine's in Little Cottonwood, and Mineral Fork areas switched from dispersed recreational areas to be under the 
influence of developed wintertime recreation. This switch has resulted in a significant change in the balance of terrain effected by the two interests. In fact, the developed interests now control almost all of the best, upper canyon, north facing ski terrain in the two 
Cottonwoods, which now seems to represent a significant imbalance between the two recreational interests. All of this happened in a very short period of time, so I believe that a full plan, like the MA, should be developed for the Canyons to arrest this gradual degradation of 
land use.
From this perspective please find the following comments about the future plans for the Central Wasatch mountains:
1) Highest and best use of the mountains - As we've witnessed a progressive urbanization of the mountains, and considering the forecasted doubling of the population in the next 40 years in the urban areas below, I would propose that the highest and best use of these 
mountains would be to provide respite from the urbanization below, as the valleys below become more and more crowded. As such, further development in the canyons should be minimized and the quality of the dispersed recreational experience should be preserved as 
much as possible while minimizing additional urbanization. The MA should be a tool to "manage the resource" for its highest and best use, and not "accommodate" the developed interests. As mentioned later in these comments, the importance of the ski resorts is on the 
decline, and the long-term highest and best interest for this resource is to keep the canyons as un-developed as possible. Federal land protections should be pursued to the maximum extent possible.
2) Retain strong separations between dispersed and developed recreation areas - A strong, distinct separation between the dispersed and developed recreational interests should be maximized as much as possible. A present example of such separation is between Snowbird 
and White Pine Canyon. Snowbird should not be allowed to develop any additional access to White Pine or to the White Pine Trailhead. Snowbird should not be allowed to use any terrain in the Scottie's Bowl area or have any facilities closer down canyon towards the White 
Pine Trailhead.
3) A full range of alternatives - To provide a full range of land use alternatives to be considered, the MA should include consideration of alternatives for ski area reductions in size, in addition to the 'hold the same area' or 'expanded area' alternatives presently being considered.
4) Forget the Mega-Resort - The idea of forming a mega-resort with canyon interconnects between the ski areas should be dropped. With climate change, higher ski ticket pricing, a shrinking middle class and a flat or negative growth rate of new skiers, skiing will decline in 
importance. The Utah resorts have missed the time window for this grand plan. Europe is decades ahead in ski area development, and our resorts will never catch up. The idea of a mega resort as a marketing gimmick is passe and by the time the infrastructure may be built, the 
snow will be gone. The utility of long interconnecting transport is questionable, as being practical beyond being a gimmick.
5) After the snow is gone - The MA should address the use of the canyons for the future after when the snow is gone...and that future should not be as large real-estate developments. Such development belongs in the valleys below. A better transportation system in the 
canyons should not be an excuse for Snowbird to plow up its parking lots to make room for more Cliff Lodges.
6) No more outside connections to the Central Wasatch - Additional outside access to the canyons, like the Park City connection, would only increase the visitation pressure on the canyons. For 20 years we've heard that this is the most heavily used National Forest in the 
country. There are already too many people using the canyons and we shouldn't be encouraging more intense use. The focus should be on better managing the visitors in the canyon by maximizing the efficiency of handling visitors in the concentrated use areas, and spreading 
out the pressure on the dispersed areas. These intra-canyon connections between Big and Little Cottonwoods and Park City should be dropped from consideration.

Cottonwood 
Heights, UT

4/26/2015

7) No trains in the canyons - Trains should not be used in the canyons. The need for an additional, very invasive transportation corridor would be extremely adverse for the integrity of the canyons. It would essentially cut the narrow valleys in half with tightly controlled limited 
access corridors. In Little Cottonwood the corridor that would be used is presently a very popular hiking and biking trail. It is the only low altitude trail in that canyon and would be very devistating for the canyon, if lost. An enhanced bus or Zion style shuttle system would be 
infinitely less expensive, invasive and much more flexible than trains. The enhanced bus system could utilize the existing corridor. The schedules could be varied on a daily, weekly and seasonal basis as needed. Buses could traverse up and down the canyons simultaneously 
with ease, where the trains may not. An enhanced bus system could provide the justification to dis-incentivize the use of private automobiles by needing to clear the roads for the busses.
8) Start to limit cars in the canyons - A means to limit visitation to the canyons, other than the availability of parking, must be found. Such means could be in the form of just limiting the number of cars allowed and charging for access through toll gates, like now done in Mill 
Creek. As mass transportation gets better, cars should be left in the valley, and only mass transit be used for access. Provision could be made for visiting the existing accommodations at the resorts with cars. 
9) Establish the foundations for mass transit now - Get the provisions for canyon transportation hubs in the valley established right now, or the chances for siting large vehicular parking lots near the canyon portals will be lost. Cottonwood Heights, for example, is making plans 
for the Wasatch Blvd 'gravel pit' north of Big Cottonwood right now. Those plans need to include provisions for large parking areas and a bus terminal instead of the large office buildings they now appear to be contemplating.
10) No Destination Resorts - With the close proximity to the urbanized valley below, the ski areas don't need to be destination resorts. Logistical support, like large lodging facilities for the resorts, can be located in the valley below. The portals of the canyons should be 
protected from such intense development, however. That is, the transition zones at the urban interfaces should feature a moderately smooth transition between urban and undeveloped areas, with the largest and most intense development should be located further down in 
the valley. Building heights should be moderated and development should be designed to blend in with the mountain landscapes behing.
11) If intra-canyon transport is implemented the mode should be a "point to point" design only, without interim stops between the end terminals. This is to prevent further de-facto expansion of ski areas into the areas surrounding the transport, like what has happened with 
the Canyons' 9990 lift and Alta's Supreme lift greatly impacting the dispersed skiing in the surrounding areas.
12) Recreational potential outside the Central Wasatch area should be developed to take pressure off the MA planning area. A ski resort could be located on the KUCC land across the valley. More hiking trails could be developed on the west side of the SL Valley, as well. More 
potential could be developed in the mountains both north and south of the Salt Lake Valley.
13) The issues regarding Heli-skiing and other heli-activities should be addressed. The negative effects from the sound power emanating from this mode of transportation are vastly out of scale compared to the population it serves. The experience of thousands of other people 
in the area can be adversely impacted from a helicopter passing miles away, to service just a hand full of clients. The Central Wasatch area is very small, about 5% of the size of the Alps, as such, the use of helicopters would appear to be an outdated concept as this area 
becomes more crowded.   This comment does not apply to the life flight medical services.

For generations to come, the great value of these mountains and canyons should be that they're different from everywhere else, that is, mostly undeveloped where the masses from the valleys below can escape and regenerate. What is so special is that they are so close and 
accessible to us urban dwellers in the Salt Lake Valley. The public should realize that this concept is bigger than any business venture or special interest group. The land should be left as is, to provide respite to all, for a long time to come. 



The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Draper, UT 4/30/2015

I have skied in Europe and as you know, skiing there is a form of transportation.  It will cut down on traffic and parking issues if you could find one place to park and ski to the resort of choice. Draper, UT 5/1/2015
The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Eagle Mountain, UT 4/28/2015

Public Comments on the Blueprint for the Mountain Accord
Dear Mountain Accord,
I am a longtime resident here in the Salt Lake Valley.  My family moved to Utah when I was a young child and I quickly grew to appreciate the outdoor opportunities around Salt Lake City and in the State of Utah.  Salt Lake Valley present for residents the ability to use and 
recreate in surrounding National Forest and Park(s) in our areas.  This has been the primary reason I stayed here in Salt Lake.  I grew to like and appreciate the close proximity and ease of access for recreating in the Wasatch Mountain.  My home is on the east side of Salt Lake 
County and it facilitates easy and quick access to the mountains, which I love. 
Therefore, I am submitting my comments regarding the Blueprint for the Mountain Accord.  I feel strongly about the following ideas:
1)      I absolutely do not support interconnection between Park City, Big Cottonwood Canyon and Little Cottonwood Canyon in any manner of train, tramway, chairlift or tunnel.  This is not a new idea and I first heard about it in the late 1970’s.  The Wasatch Mts. Do not need 
to look like Europe.  Such developments will have lasting impacts on dispersed recreation, environment, and water quality.  The cost of those proposed improvements will create a tax burden for all of the people in the Salt Lake Valley, many of whom will never be able to enjoy 
the improvements.
2)      We must retain a strong separation between dispersed recreation and developed recreation areas.  Snowbird, Solitude, Brighton and Alta must not be allowed to expand beyond their existing footprints.  As the Mountain Accord is now presented, many of these resorts 
are poised to expand their skiing terrain even further onto public lands.  They see expansion onto public lands as the solution to bringing more people to the resorts.  The resorts want everything and they want the taxpayers of Utah to pay to pay the bill.  In a nutshell, they 
want delivery systems to facilitate the growth of their privately held stock.  The writing is already on the wall and the next step for the resorts, will be asking for large real estate developments in Little and Big Cottonwood Canyons. 
3)      We must prevent development of Grizzly Gulch and Patsy Marley by Alta Ski Resort.  The private land in Grizzly Gulch must be transferred to the Forest Service as a precursor to future Alta developments.  In fact, land swaps should be pursued immediately with the lands 
being placed in designations providing a higher level of protection, than currently available under the Forest plan.
4)      Prevent Solitude Ski Resort from creeping down the hill into Silver Fork and developing ski lifts to the ridge lines enabling back country access into Silver Fork Canyon.
5)      Transportation issues are the biggest issue that Mt. Accord needs to address.  If population continues to grow here in the Salt Lake Valley, more people will come and want to be in the mountains, but what will be left.  We need to start limiting the number of cars driving 
up the canyon.  We definitely do not need a train going up Little and Big Cottonwood Canyons.  We need to establish the foundation now for more mass transit in the future.  I support a bus transportation system, but this will necessitate more transportation hubs to handle 
the capacity of future flows.
6)      Many of the canyons along the Wasatch Front provide the majority of our drinking water for the East side of Salt Lake Valley, near the mountains. Planning needs to take into account how we are going to allow more people to access the mountains and at the same time 
preserve and prevent the pollution of this important water supply.  
7)      The issue of helicopter skiing in the Wasatch Mountain is very outdated and we really need to address the conflicts.  The negative effects of noise pollutions emanating from this mode of transportation has a very definite effect on visitors in the canyons and the thousands 
of guests who come to the resorts and people recreating in the backcountry.  This type of noise pollution affects thousands of people and it only serves a small handful of clients.  These helicopters are an out dated concept for an area as small as the Wasatch Mountains.  There 
is just not enough room for helicopters in the plan with plans for all of the thousands of people who want to recreate here.  We need to plan for the future of the Wasatch Mountains. 
We live in a very special place, close to these mountains, which I hope will remain undeveloped and accessible to the mass of people who live here in the valley.  The mountains give us peace, they give us places to escape, the ability to regenerate, recreate and be with friends 
in a non-combative situation.  We need places like that, we need undeveloped areas and places.  As people, we need to realize that this is an opportunity to plan for things need to happen and that the concept is bigger than any business venture or special interest group.  The 
land needs to be left, as it is, to provide respite to all, for a long time to come
Please accept my comments,

East Millcreek, UT 4/27/2015



As a resident of unincorporated Salt Lake County in a neighborhood that backs up to the the foothills of the Wasatch Range, AND as a regular recreational user of the Wasatch Mountains, I commend the Mountain Accord for its efforts in charting a path forward to finding 
solutions to the problems that we face now, and in the future.
There is no question in my mind that we are "loving the Wasatch to death" and that we need to take difficult steps to control and/or limit the use of our beloved Wasatch Mountains to reasonable, sustainable levels.  The pressures resulting from increased population growth 
and increased participation in outdoor recreation along the Wasatch Front are real, urgent, and need to be addressed in a thoughtful, balanced manner.  I believe that the "Blueprint" goes a long way towards that goal.
As a hiker, biker, fly fisherman, and backcountry skiier, and as an occasional inbounds skiier, I want to continue to be able to have a quality experience in "my backyard" -- the Wasatch Mountains of Utah.  I see the Blueprint as a reasonable, rational step in the right direction.  
As has been said at the various presentations I've attended on the Mountain Accord -- no one is going to get everything they want.  To me, that is a fact of life.  It's also a fact that indicates when compromises are being made -- which is necessary, particularly give our future 
explosive population growth projections.
As a regular use of the Wasatch Range, I'm certain that I will be most affected by the transportation solutions that are eventually put into place -- so this is where I want to focus my remaining comments.  I am absolutely IN FAVOR of a "Zion National Park Model" of No Public 
Vehicle use of our Cottonwood Canyons SO LONG AS a reasonable, rational transportation network solution that serves ALL TYPES of USERS, is put in place.  Perhaps my biggest concern is that whatever transportation solution is adopted, it will primarily cater to the ski areas 
and will not sufficiently take into account the needs and desires of other types of users like me.  I'm concerned, for example, that I won't be able to quickly and efficiently make my way to the White Pine Trailhead (or any other trailheads) in LCC, or to Spruces, or Beartrap Fork 
Trailhead in BCC.  I'm also concerned that transportation will not be available in the canyons when I might want to use it -- early in the morning, mid-day, or after the ski areas close in the Winters (much less out of the regular ski season), or at dusk mid-summer after fishing the 
caddis hatch near Mill D.
Whatever transportation solution is adopted it simply MUST take into account the needs of ALL users of the Canyons.
As a former Peace Corps Volunteer in Malawi, Central Africa, I found the network of "Express" and "Local" bus services did a remarkably good job of serving the needs of all Malawians.  I believe that the Mountain Accord would do well to look to "Third World Solutions" to our 
"First World Problems" for transportation in and around the Wasatch Range, and particularly in the Cottonwood canyons.  There needs to be a well-thought out, well-orchestrated mix of "Local" and "Express" bus services serving the needs of all -- express buses to the resorts, 
and "Local," even "Flag-Stop" service to everywhere else anyone might want to go.  
Clearly there will continue to be a large need to ferry liftees and other resort area workers to their day jobs in winter.  There will also be a need to deliver ski tourists to their destinations.  Such travelers should be offered express services to get them to their destinations on a 
set, specific schedule, built around the needs and rhythms of the ski areas -- but those needs and rhythms will only be in play during the ski season.  At all other times of the year, and for all other users of the canyons, some combination of express or "destination area" buses, 
and "local" or "flag stop" buses will be needed.  
This network of  "Express" and "Local" services must be built with ALL canyon users in mind.  It should be reliable, dependable, and flexible to the extent required.  Obviously, it should be accomplished in the most energy-efficient, non-polluting way possible.  Perhaps with 
exclusively electric buses.  This transportation network should be a showpiece model for the entire Nation and the World.
Good luck with the process and thank you for all you've done to get us to this point.  
Keep up the good work.

Eastwood Hills, UT 4/30/2015



In general, I am in favor of collaborative decision making.
I am not in favor of expansion of ski areas - especially when it threatens Wilderness (future designations should be pursued) or if it affects watershed health/integrity.  (Global warming will change the timing and volume of snow-pack/precipitation.)
I am AGAINST transfer of Federally managed land into private hands!!!!
Protect backcountry opportunities - there needs to be places beyond the lifts!!!!
I am against surface transportation such as lifts for "interconnect."

Escalante, UT 5/1/2015
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The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Farmington, UT 4/28/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance.
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Heber City, UT 4/29/2015

To whom it may concern,
I am in favor of some sort of train option for the canyons. We need to limit the pollution in these pristine areas. If you have ever been in either of the Cottonwood canyons at 4:30 after skiing is done you understand my concern. You have thousands of cars creeping down the 
canyon. There has to be a better way. I am sure you have people that don’t want to loose their personal liberties and want to be able to come and go at their convenience. Pollution levels are not getting any better. Imagine how much nicer the canyons would be without the 
brake light parade.  
Thank you for your consideration  


Herriman, UT 4/29/2015



The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Highland, UT 5/1/2015

Dear Sir/Madam:

It is my sincere belief that constructing tunnels through the Wasatch and putting a train up Little Cottonwood Canyon will irreparably harm our invaluable and irreplaceable watershed as well as degrading the visual beauty of the canyon.  Nothing should be done to 
compromise the integrity of the watershed. Improved high density access to L.C. Canyon can be accomplished through non polluting buses.  The economic advantage to be gained by constructing ski lifts from one resort to another are far outweighed by preserving the back 
country environment.  Buses are the solution that will have the least negative impact on our watershed and environment.  I am not a back country skier but believe in protecting our outdoor resources.  Growth for growth's sake is not the answer to this proposition.

Holladay, UT 3/24/2015

Mountain Accord Staff and Volunteers,
Thank you for all of the effort you have gone through to put together this Blueprint.  I greatly appreciate your dedication to this project and all of the hours you have spent on it.
Having said this, I am greatly concerned with certain aspects of the Blueprint.  In particular, I am concerned about the train (or separate bus lane) access into Little Cottonwood Canyon and the proposed tunnels.  These are being proposed for the benefit of economic 
development and to enhance transportation.  I don’t think they are warranted on either count.  These projects would likely cost over a billion dollars for the benefit of ski resort owners and the relatively well-off population that counts themselves as resort skiers (of which I am 
one).  If we are going to be spending this kind of money on infrastructure, it should be to benefit the population in general.  As an economic development proposal, Utah has not spent anywhere near this amount of money to attract or retain any other business.  
These projects are reminiscent of what cities spend on new stadiums to retain professional sports teams. Study after study shows that it does not make economic sense to build a new stadium just to have a football team.  The economics of the ski industry are certainly 
different, but it should not be automatically assumed that pouring billions of public dollars into the ski industry is a good use of economic development money.  Furthermore, we do not have to worry that Snowbird will move to Nevada, contrary to the typical situation where a 
municipality builds a new stadium to retain its team.  
In the public meeting at Cottonwood High School, the spokesperson for Ski Utah portrayed the tunnels as a marketing tool for the ski industry.  This is extremely expensive public subsidy of a marketing campaign.  
I should also add that the numbers used to justify this expenditure do not appear to be consistent.  Under the Economy Idealized System, the population of the Central Wasatch and skier visits are both projected to be about 40% higher in 2040 under the baseline scenario.  
However, total skier spending is only expected to increase 15.8%, or less than 0.6% per year.  This implies that each skier is going to spend about 17% less per day in 2040.I don’t know what is included in “skier spending”, but given that total ski days are expected to increase by 
40% and hotel stays are projected to more than double under the baseline scenario, there appears to be a significant disconnect between expected skier visitation and spending.  It is either that or the ski industry is extremely pessimistic about their ability to extract money 
from skiers.  Please verify that the numbers in the Economy Idealized System are accurate.
If one were to view a portion of the Mountain Accord as a deal between the public and the ski resorts (and I think this is reasonable), it would go like this:  the public receives miscellaneous scattered land parcels throughout the Wasatch, along with certainty that additional 
lands are off limits to future development.  The ski resorts receive parcels that abut their existing boundaries, plus one or more billion dollars of benefits in terms of the road/rail and tunnels.  I am certain that the public comes out very short in this exchange.  If the public 
purpose was contained solely within the land exchange (and I am in favor of this portion of the Blueprint), it would be better to simply pay additional cash if the lands that ski resorts receive are of less than the value of the holdings they are giving up.  
Here is an alternative that would benefit the public at large:  Spend the money that would be used on road/rail and tunnel on a massively upgraded bus system in the Salt Lake Valley Monday through Friday.  On weekends and holidays in the winter, use those buses for 
transportation up Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons.  Private cars would be barred from driving to the ski resorts on weekends and holidays (exceptions would be made for people staying at the resorts and other similar circumstances).  Parking to use the buses would be 
expanded by using schools near the mouths of the canyons.  The gravel pit would make for an excellent massive park and ride once it closes.  
This is an infrastructure/economic development program that would benefit the ski resorts, our economy, and the public at large.  It would solve the traffic jams going up the canyons and open up the use of resort parking lots for additional base facilities.  It would reduce air 
pollution in the Salt Lake Valley and make it a lot easier for someone to live their life without a car.  It wouldn’t harm the riparian corridors with an additional lane.  Even if there is greater cost, this is a proposal that is well worth doing.
My other concerns are much smaller.  I support mass transit in Parley’s Canyon.  However, with respect to solving parking issues in Millcreek and the Cottonwood Canyons, has there been thought about how adding fees for private cars (while adding mass transit) would affect 
picnickers?  My perception, rightly or wrongly, is that picnicking is a major use of these canyons by people who are less well-off economically.  To constrain their use of the Wasatch is not what we are trying to achieve.  Taking mass transit is not a terribly easy way to go on a 
picnic.  
However, I agree that traffic and parking congestion are major issues that must be addressed, and the concepts in the Blueprint are the best way to address them.  I would suggest that when one reserves a picnic area that one be given a pass for free Canyon and parking 
access.  Furthermore, a large number of the picnic areas should be set aside so that they have low-cost or free reservations.  Certainly it should be acknowledged that except where space is shared with a trailhead, picnicking is not part of the parking problem
Lastly, one criterion that is missing under Recreation is maintenance of the wilderness experience outside of developed areas.  In particular, one of the best things about hiking/snowshoeing/backcountry skiing in the Wasatch is the ability to quickly feel like one is completely 
away from civilization – without traffic noise and with views that are solely of nature.  Future development should be limited to areas that do not impair this experience.

Holladay, UT 3/30/2015



All,
The participants in this effort should be commended on the draft of the Blueprint.  It displays significant thought and identification of issues that face the Wasatch.
I am completely in agreement with the following:
-The recognition that Climate Change will have a significant impact on how we use/manage our natural resources.  We are already seeing the implications of Climate Change in the above avg temps and below avg precipitation due to changes in jet stream caused by Arctic 
warming.  Climate Change must be a significant part of the planning process.  The planning process must include the best science available regarding future climate projections for our region.  Will we really be able to allocate more water to make snow at ski resorts, or will this 
resource be required for drinking water???  Will we have ski resorts in 2040 or will the canyons host non-skiing recreation because there is insufficient snow pack?  These topics require thorough review.
-Wildlife corridor protection
-Habitat protection
-Watershed protection
-Alternative means of transportation to Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons and Park City, including express busses, additional parking at mouths of the canyon, and light or commuter rail from the airport/Salt Lake City to Park City.  Parley’s is a nightmare between the semi-
trucks, want-to-be formula one drivers, big pickups pulling recreational vehicles….  Anything that would reduce vehicle traffic on I-80 between SLC and Park City would be welcome.  
-User fees - with fees going directly to the Canyons for management, habitat improvement, etc., not to the general fund where they are reallocated.
-Conflict resolution between cyclists, hikers, and cars…. 
Where I take exception:
-The Mountain Accord treats the habitats within the Wasatch as a commodity to be exploited, rather than to be respected for and used as the natural area it is.  I can honestly say that I have not heard the terminology  “provide functional service for wildlife….” used in relation 
to habitat condition.  This statement in nonsense.  The natural environment is not a product to be marketed for one use; human recreation.  I also found it highly annoying that although indicator species, Northern Goshawks, trout etc… are not faring well "the project area 
overall supports many areas with biologically diverse and healthy terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems in undeveloped areas of the Wasatch Mountains".  Indicator species are used to assess overall health of ecosystems…..  If the indicator species are not faring well, it is and 
INDICATION that there are habitat problems….  Also, as there have been no ecological studies that document the environmental health of the Wasatch…. how can one state how healthy or diverse the terrestrial or aquatic ecosystems truly are……  The overall true health of the 
Wasatch ecosystems must be assessed, baselines established, and the region capacity be determined prior to moving forward with any plan regarding recreation use and development. With reasonable management the Wasatch can be used to demonstrate that humans can 
live within the natural world, rather than like locusts that destroy everything in their path. 
-Roadways/tunnels/aerial connections between Big/Little Cottonwood Canyons and Park City.  This would create significant long-term impact to the existing undisturbed environment to the benefit of the few, i.e., the ski area owners who would gain financially at the expense 
of the environment that belongs to all Americans, not just Utahns.   


Holladay, UT 4/5/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Holladay, UT 4/28/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Holladay, UT 4/29/2015

Does the Blueprint / Mountain Accord address air quality in the Wasatch Canyons? I am a PhD student in public health and I am close to pulling the trigger on doing my dissertation research on air quality (wood smoke, vehicle emissions) in Mill Creek Canyon. This project could 
be affected by the Blueprint, etc.

Holladay, UT 4/30/2015



Hi - I support the statement made by Wasatch Backcountry Alliance. Specifically: 
Preserve key areas of the Wasatch with proposed land transfers that will protect Grizzly Gulch to Mt. Superior;
Improve Canyon transportation system with a reliable, affordable, and convenient Bus System;
No interconnect between Big Cottonwood, Little Cottonwood Canyon, and Park City;
No train - No tunnel;
Alignment of Solitude lift in Honeycomb Canyon will not be lower than current lift, and will not terminate into Silver Fork; and
Limited ski resort expansion based on agreed to land transfers - no resort expansion moving forward.
I 't  i t  d t il t  d    t  b t I ill d ith thi  i i htf l t

Holladay, UT 5/1/2015

Hi:
The Wasatch is already, in some ways, overused. The wildlife was hunted to near-extinction a century ago. The canyon roads are dominated by cars whose drivers seem mostly intent on racing through at high speeds, closely following the bumper of the car immediately in front 

Holladay, UT 5/1/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Kamas, UT 4/28/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Kamas, UT 4/28/2015

To whom it may concern,
I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity and feel that improved transportation to/from Utah's ski resorts is needed as well.
Thanks,

La Crescenia, CA 4/30/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated

                                

Layton, UT 4/28/2015



The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Lehi, UT 4/28/2015

Hi
I live in LCC. The idea of putting a train up the canyon is so crazy that I've had a difficult time believing that it is an option. I have visited this beautiful canyon from California all of my life and now have the blessing to live here. A train would destroy the beauty of one of the 
most impressive canyons in the country. Just to get more skiers up the canyon? Have them take a bus up. Build a few Avalanche shelters over the road. Limit traffic to residents and/or carpools. The Avalanche shed may cost a bunch but they would have to have them for a train 
too. This way you could eliminate the destruction to the canyon and the cost of a very expensive train that our children and children's children will be paying for for years to come. This is a crazy idea! Don't national parks mean anything in its purpose of saving wildlife and 
natural environments for future generations?
Please don't let this happen!!!!!

Little Cottonwood 
Canyon, UT

3/26/2015

Thank you for encouranging public input on the long term planning process of our Wasatch Front and the ski industry.  This is a wonderful idea and the current Blueprint has some great ideas.

I live, and have always lived, near the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon and spend a great deal of time skiing, biking and hiking in the Canyon.  I strongly feel that a Light Rail line and additional lanes up the Canyon would significantly detract from the pristine nature of the 
Canyon and would cause irreparable damage to the environment.  The landscape of the Park City area is very different from the close quarters nature of the Cottonwood Canyons and the Canyons can not accomodate the same number of visitors.

I understand the significance of tourism to our State, the many tax dollars it brings and the jobs it creates.  I would much rather pay more in taxes if it means preserving our Canyons.  I am also worried about the influence of the Ski Industry and tourism lobby in this planning 
process.  I know they have much skin in the game, but I don't think they are as concerned about the long term consequences to the environment and the Canyons.

Thank you for soliciting my input and listening to my comments,

Little Cottonwood 
Canyon, UT

3/27/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Magna, UT 4/28/2015



The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Magna, UT 4/28/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Marseille 4/28/2015

Hello,
I am writing to share my comment on Mountain Accord. 
I moved to Utah from Minnesota in the early 2000’s. I moved here for the recreational opportunities, specifically rock climbing and skiing. After receiving a bachelors degree in recreation from the University of Utah I am still here because of the recreational opportunities. Since 
then I have been a season pass holder at 4 of the central Wasatch resorts and an employee at one. Now I am a small business owner in Salt Lake, creating as many jobs as I can. Still, the recreational opportunities are what is keeping me here. If these opportunities change or 
disappear I will likely move back to Minnesota, where my entire family lives.
-Transportation: In college we discussed the transportation options in the canyons and read multiple case studies looking at the feasibility of the various options: tram, train, buses, ect. It was obvious to all of us in the undergraduate course that a train was no appropriate. I 
can’t imagine that ten years later people are still talking about putting a train up Little Cottonwood Canyon. There are so many reasons why this plan would not work and if you need these reasons I refer you to Joe Arve PhD at the University of Utah. Or if you need a visual tool 
please count how many of these multi-thousand foot avalanche paths cross the proposed alternative transportation route:
http://www.avalanchemapping.org/IMAGES/litcotweb.pdf There are 34 slide paths on the north side of Little Cotton alone, in case you don’t have time to open the link. 
-Recreation: As a user of both public and ‘private’ (ski resorts who actually lease public land) land I understand both sides of this argument. However I enjoy being able to decide if I would like to skip out on the crowds on Christmas day, and go for a ski tour in the woods with 
my close friends. Opposed to stand in a lift line with 45 people dressed like Santa Claus so they could afford the discounted lift ticket. I do not support the sale or transfer of public land. I believe that our national forests and other public land at this protection level should be 
treasured and not treated as a one time revenue booster. All ski resorts rely on media attention to draw customers to their resort. They do this by adding new terrain, lifts, or hotels. This gimmick only lasts for a couple seasons until people forget that its new, because its not, 
and someone else has something newer. This is a negative spiral that leads to increased spending and pressure to expand terrain. This is not a sustainable business solution. 
-Environment: As a user of water in the Salt Lake valley I am against any development that would in any way compromise our watershed. With our ever growing population there will be more and more people relying on the water which comes from the Wasatch mountains, 
and for the ‘wilderness’ to escape the city. We live in a very unique region where a major metropolitan area abuts a large, beautiful national forest. We must remember that the city is the city, and the national forest is a protected national forest. This is important. We must not 
compromise our ‘wilderness’ simply because it is so close to our city.
-Economy: Recreation is one of Utah’s most valuable resources and healthiest economic sectors. This industry can provide for all of us as long as the reason why people travel here does not change. If the rocks in Moab do not get bulldozed for mining, people will still travel 
from across the world to visit Moab. As long as the ski resorts do not fully encompass the Wasatch, and there are wild mountains surround the resorts, people will still travel to Utah to ski. If they want to ski from town to town they will go to Europe, if they want to ski 
hundreds of different runs on the same lift ticket with ski in-ski out condos they will go to Colorado. If they want to ride in a helicopter to an unnamed peak and ski an unskied face they will go to Alaska. Our difference from the other ski regions is what brings tourists here, not 
how ‘almost Colorado’ we are. 
Thank you for your time. I look forward to having a strong voice as a citizen and business owner in this process and seeing nothing change in my public lands. 

Midvale, UT 4/24/2015

I would like to see year round and more frequent bus service in the cottonwood canyons.
I am against a train in Little cottonwood canyon if it would take away the little cottonwood creek trail which is highly used by hikers, bikers and runners.

Midvale, UT 4/29/2015



The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Midvale, UT 4/29/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Midvale, UT 4/30/2015

Mountain Accord. Do nothing! Leave what little is left of "what once was!" Leave our canyons alone - no more of anything of any kind!! Maintain them as they should be and should have been! No more of the ski industrys influence and power!! It all belongs to "we the 
people", not only to those with money and influence! Thanks-

Midvale, UT 5/2/2015



It is truly a wonderful and amazing experience to play a small part in this process.  I think it represents the best of all of us to be willing to come together to seek solutions for the best future for the Wasatch.  Thank you to everyone for their time, energy, and emotion around all 
the issues.   This is a one-time opportunity for us to reach an agreement and it would be a tragedy for us to let it pass by.
Following are my thoughts about what I would like as the final result from the Mt Accord process.  First, it might be helpful to summarize some of the most important generally agreed upon principals that have resulted from the Mt Accord process.
1)       Everyone will experience shared pain and shared gain.  An agreement too lopsided in any direction will not work.
2)      Future urban development will occur almost exclusively in the surrounding cities and not in the Wasatch canyons.  This includes all areas in the Wasatch and not just in the area immediately covered by the Mt Accord.
3)      Protecting our watershed is of primary importance.
4)      The wildness and the environment of the Wasatch must be protected.
5)      Most participants want the Mt Accord process to end future land and water use conflicts.  It will be a serious shortfall of the process if we kick any major cans down the road.
6)      The Wasatch is important to the economic growth of our region for our future.
It also might be helpful to note the major wishes for the ski resorts and the dispersed recreation users.
1)       I believe the ski resorts have consistently said having an efficient, safe, reliable mass transit system is very important to them.
2)      The ski resorts would like to grow their businesses.
3)      The dispersed recreation users want the existing ski resort boundaries maintained.  There must be an agreement for no future requests for ski resort expansion.
4)      The dispersed recreation users want all areas not in the ski resort boundaries protected by Wilderness, Special Management Areas, and/or National Monuments.  These designations give us the best protections for our watershed the environment and rule out most future 
conflicts.
Following are my comments on the negotiations with each of the ski resorts and on specific topics.
SOLITUDE SKI RESORT:  Solitude is asking for an the extension of the Honeycomb ski lift down to the intersection of Honeycomb Canyon and Silver Fork Canyon, some base consolidation, water for snowmaking and mass transit.  In exchange they are willing trade land at the top 
of Big Cottonwood Canyon, and I presume no more ski resort expansion ever in any direction and support of complete and final protection of public land in the Wasatch.  This trade is probably acceptable.  It includes a relatively equal amount of pain and gain for both sides.  
The details of the base consolidation needs to be defined and agreed on for any final agreement.  The exact ski lift extension needs to be defined and agreed on for any final agreement.
 BRIGHTON SKI RESORT:  Brighton is asking ski are expansion and a lift in Hidden Canyon, water for snowmaking, and mass transit.  Dispersed recreation users are asking for no further ski resort expansion ever in any direction and support of complete and final protection of 
public land in the Wasatch.  The details of the base consolidation needs to be defined and agreed on for any final agreement.  The exact ski area expansion and ski lift needs to be defined and agreed on for any final agreement.  This proposal seems lopsided in favor of Brighton 
Ski Resort.  Where is their pain?
 PARK CITY SKI RESORTS: seem to be most interested in an effective mass transit system.  It is important they agree to land and water protection in the form of Wilderness, or National Monuments and no development on the SLC side of the Wasatch crest.
ALTA SKI RESORT:  Alta is asking for mass transit, land for a transportation hub near their base, water for snowmaking, and a lift up Grizzly Gulch.  Alta seems unwilling to share any of the pain and is too lopsided in favor of Alta to allow for any final agreement.  Alta would have 
to agree to transfer to public ownership all land on the north side of the Little Cottonwood Canyon road, no ski resort expansion ever in any direction including Dry Fork, and support of complete and final protection of public land in the Wasatch.
SNOWBIRD SKI RESORT:  Snowbird is asking for mass transit, land at its base for development, water for snow making, and ski resort expansion down Mineral Basin and into Mary Ellen Gulch.  Snowbird is willing to trade all their land on the north side of Little Cottonwood 
road, and a piece in White Pine.  What is being proposed is much too lopsided in favor of Snowbird.  Snowbird is asking for an enormous amount of ski are expansion and development in Alpine Canyon and cannot be supported by the dispersed recreation users and 
environmental organizations. 
It would be fair for Snowbird to receive mass transit, land at their base, and water for snow making in exchange would have to agree to transfer to public ownership all land on the north side of the Little Cottonwood Canyon road and White Pine, no ski resort expansion ever in 
any direction, and support of complete and final protection of public land in the Wasatch.

Midvale, UT 4/30/2015

SKI RESORT EXPANSION:  For over 20 years the US Forest Service and Salt Lake County master plans have explicitly stated there would be no future expansion of ski resort boundaries.  Numerous times over many years ski areas have asked for expansion of their boundaries and 
the Forest Service has always turned them down.  Both have stated the existing balance between developed and dispersed recreation land use was fair and balanced and should not be changed.  While small changes in ski area boundaries might be acceptable it is very 
important the Mt Accord final agreement support those values.
Additionally numerous surveys and studies of SL valley residents conducted over many years have clearly shown the Salt Lake community wants not further ski resort expansion.  It would be inappropriate for Mt Accord to not respect those very strongly stated preferences.
WASATCH POWDERBIRD GUIDES:  Commercial helicopter skiing has a long history of operating in the Wasatch.  Over many years of negotiation between WPG and environmental groups we have come to a fair and balanced use of the backcountry in the Wasatch.  Through the 
Mt Accord process WPG has not asked for any expansion of their boundaries and I would not want to see any reduction of their boundaries.  It is important the Mt Accord final agreement respect their boundaries and not allow the reduction of their boundaries by either 
dispersed recreation users or ski resort expansion.
SALT LAKE CITY WATER:  In addition to water owned by the ski resorts there is an agreement that SL Public Utilities supplies water to the ski resorts for their operation.  Water is necessary for their operations, further development, and snow making.  It is important the use and 
delivery of that water be accurately quantified.
URBANIZATION OF THE WASATCH:  The Mt Accord process has clearly shown most participants do not want significant development in the Wasatch.  Additionally, and maybe most importantly, SL Valley residents have repeatedly stated over many years they want no further 
development in the Wasatch.  The Mt Accord final agreement must respect these values.
SKI AREA INTERCONNECT:  There have been many attempts over many past years to implement some version of a ski resort interconnect.  The US Forest Service and the SL community have in every case rejected those proposals.  The Mt Accord Final agreement must not 
include any form of ski resort interconnect.
TRANSPORTATION:  While further study needs to be done I would strongly favor an expanded bus mass transit system over trains.  The cost of building and operating a train system seems pretty heavy.  Who is going to pay for it will be an important consideration.  Additionally, 
backcountry access for backcountry users will be a negative for trains and in fact any form of mass transit.  Probably most importantly, trains and especially if it includes tunnels will have a huge impact on the Wasatch and much of it negative.  They will forever and dramatically 
change the Wasatch which the SL community have said over and over they do not to see that change happen.
I appreciate the effort expended by many people in our community to come to the table for conversations and everyone’s willingness to give on some long held positions to achieve a long and lasting agreement.  I would hope the final agreement includes an effective, efficient, 
convenient bus mass transit system, no ski resort expansion now and forever, and permanent protection for all land outside the ski resort boundaries.
To the combined study teams of the Mountain Accord Process: This is an addition comment to the one I wrote on March 15. I remain opposed to the Little Cottonwood Train and the tunnels and in favor of the land exchange. I don't express opposition to everything; I propose 
possible solutions. A transportation alternative for Big and Little Cottonwood could be as follows: Get space for park & ride & mass transit areas near the canyon - big spaces. Get shuttle busses dedicated to the two canyons with a reasonable fee - all-day pass costing less than 
$5.00, or free if the visitor has already ridden mass transit to the pick-up place. Have signs requesting traditional users (Storm Mtn., S-Curve, Mineral Fork, Butler Fork, Cardiff Fork, Spruces, Solitude, Brighton for Big Cot. - Grit Mill, White Pine, Snowbird, Alta for Little Cot.) to 
take the shuttle bus. Get space for bus stops at the mentioned places. Schedule the busses according to day of the week and expected usage maybe every 1, 2, or 3 hours. People or groups wanting other stops could ride their own wheels. Preservation - To the Forest Service: 
Put a blanket fire closure on the entire Mill Creek and Big Cot. and Little cot. drainages except in developed campgrounds. Similar thing for bikers except for the crest trail including Mill Creek connection and trials inside permitted ski areas. To Salt Lake County and Alta: buidling 
moratorium in the canyons except for public facilities. Economy and recreation: These will do OK if transportation and preservation are addressed. Attitudes and fads change. If the resorts are chargin more and making less, they may be experiencing these changes and world's 
biggest resort won't kiss it better. Again, thanks for your efforts.

Midvale, UT 4/25/2015

To Whom It May Concern, 
My name is Heidi Hartshorn and I am a resident of Midway, Utah. I am also the owner of tutoring center located in Park City, Utah. I am writing this letter to provide my opinion against the current plans of the Mountain Accord to link the Wasatch Back to the Wasatch Front via 
trains or high speed rail. Please find my specific reasons below. 
First, I do not believe that the current proposal is environmentally sound. Blasting tunnels and installed rails through open space and wildlife habitat is a terrible idea. Too much of the land in Utah has already been sold off to developers on those who put their economic 
interests ahead of the physical world we will leave behind for our children and grandchildren. It's time to stop bending to the economic interests of the already wealthy and elite developers in Utah, and instead preserve this beautiful state, for ourselves and the flora and fauna 
that have increasingly tiny parcels of land on which to survive. I also can't imagine that construction in this area would do anything beneficial for the watershed. Considering the fact that we are currently in the midst of a drought, with no end in sight, and the Great Salt Lake is 
even 18 feet lower than normal right now, meddling with a watershed area is not only ill advised, it's a danger to the thousands and thousands of residents on both sides of the Wasatch. 
Secondly, I do not believe this plan will address the problems that us along the Wasatch Back are dealing with. These tunnels/rails/trains will not alleviate the traffic congestion that we are currently experiencing. This will not get commuters from the Heber Valley or Salt Lake 
Valley off the highways. This will not deter visitors from renting a car or SUV to explore our state. The Mountain Accord plan is catering to the desire, not the needs, of a very small population of Utahns. Unfortunately for us along the Wasatch Back, it doesn't appear that the 
tiny population aforementioned even lives among us. 
It is clear that the Wasatch Front side is trying to push through this plan, with minimal planning or strategy, in the name of increased profits. Forcing elected officials from the Wasatch Back to put up an enormous amount of money to even have their opinions heard is not only 
tactless, it's a blatant attempt to cultivate funds and funnel them to the Wasatch Front. That can only be a sign of what is to come. 


Midway, UT 4/29/2015



Wallace Stegner’s appreciation for and understanding of the West. . . its beauty, the serenity provided by its wilderness and its lack of water comes to mind frequently when I contemplate future plans for the Wasatch mountain range.  He once said: “The West is defined, that 
is, by inadequate rainfall, which means a general deficiency of water.  We cannot create water.  We can only hold back and redistribute what there is”.  Those words written in the 1960s accurately reflect the fact that in 2015, water (and lack thereof) still defines the West. 
Stegner was a pioneer as he recognized the essential significance of water for human sustenance and well-being back in 1960 in his “Wilderness Letter”.  Those words become even more relevant today as we consider the effects of climate change on snow pack, the Salt Lake 
valley watershed and the air we breathe. If the Mountain Accord is committed to preserving the irreplaceable Wasatch wilderness, I suggest that they must look far beyond the immediate needs and desires of 
the ski industry.  I am a downhill skier and I love the sport BUT I admit and acknowledge that preserving the character, pristine beauty and clean water of what remains of the Wasatch takes precedence over recreation by a long shot.  The ski industry revolves around expansion 
from what I have observed nationwide. . . more real estate, more skier visits, more ski lifts/trails, lodging, amenities, etc., etc., etc.  First of all, if climate change progresses as predicted (based on the globe’s current lack of political and moral will to phase out fossil fuels), there 
will be no ski industry left to consider in the next 50 years.  That being said, catering to the ski industry’s demands should be very low on the list of priorities of Mountain Accord.  If we, the people of Utah, fail to address the needs of our precious Wasatch, rather than the 
needs of real estate developers, the wealthy minority and those who will benefit financially from development, that which is most loved and appreciated, will be lost forever.  In the words of Stegner:  “We simply need that wild country available to us, even if we never do more 
than drive to its edge and look in.  For it can be a means of reassuring ourselves of our sanity as creatures, a part of the geography of hope”. So, as we talk about access to the Wasatch and managing transportation issues, which are major, let’s keep our priorities straight and 
focus on those solutions that leave the smallest environmental footprint, do not further compromise the snow pack, the Salt Lake watershed and the natural wilderness landscape. Bus transportation (using natural gas, electric or other non-polluting fuels) that accommodate 
users who have low impact (hikers, cross country skiers, etc.) at an affordable cost and offered at convenient times with stops at trailheads would greatly diminish the need to drive into the canyons.  High impact users (those who drive vehicles into the canyon rather than use 
public transportation) should be charged fees that reflect the impact and usage.  Ideas such as parking fees at ski areas make sense if there were adequate public transportation available.  The challenge with imposing fees is to make sure we don’t set up a system that makes 
the Wasatch only accessible to those who do not have financial constraints (such as you see with lakefront and ocean properties) where access for most citizens is severely curtailed or impossible. Let’s make ski bus transportation appealing by making bus routes and times 
affordable and reliable and promote the benefits far & wide.  Once again, bus transport that allows hikers/bicyclists, rock climbers and back country users to enter and exit trailheads will be critical in the canyons.  We cannot reasonably expect people to leave their cars behind 
if there is nothing to gain.  On a larger scale, why not give automobile tax breaks for people who use public transportation?  Linking the Cottonwood Canyons and Park City via trains, lifts and/or tunnels is a disaster in the making, in my opinion.  This idea is prohibitively 
expensive, leaves a tremendous visual impact and could have significant impact on the wilderness landscape and the watershed.  In this fragile environment, the idea strikes me as ludicrous and driven by those seeking financial gain. For those of us living in the urban Salt Lake 
Valley, we depend on places like the Wasatch to provide serenity, refuge and even sanity in a troubled world.  It is a treasure.  To compromise that which is so important would be a great tragedy. In closing, I quote Wallace Stegner once again: “Something will have gone out of 
us as a people if we ever let the remaining wilderness be destroyed. . . if we pollute the last clear air and dirty the last clean streams and push our paved roads through the last of the silence, so that never again will Americans be free in their own country from the noise, the 
exhausts, the stinks of human automotive waste.” “Not many people are likely, any more, to look upon what we call “progress” as an unmixed blessing.  Just as surely as it has brought us increased comfort and more material goods, it has brought us spiritual losses and it 
threatens now to become the Frankenstein that will destroy us.”

Millcreek, UT 3/24/2015

** I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity. 
** I support improved transportation to/from Utah's ski resorts.
** ski area connectivity would help Utah’s economy 
** ski area connectivity would be fun 
** ski area connectivity would help Utah compete with other ski regions
** improved transportation would make my trip to the ski areas safer
** improved transportation would make my trip to the ski areas faster
** improved transportation would make my trip to the ski areas more convenient

Mission Hills, KS 5/1/2015

I support the One Wasatch concept.
Working in the hospitality business for over thirty years including the SLC Marriott, I know that this improvement would drive both transient and group business into Utah.
I also own a condo in Park City and I would love the flexibility of skiing to other resorts as well as having friends join me in Park City for skiing and dining. 
I hope that this effort moves forward quickly and I am able to enjoy this concept while I can still ski.
Thank you for your consideration and hopeful support of this initiative

Montgomery, 
Maryland

4/29/2015

I applaud the facilitators and participants in the Mountain Accord process for bringing a wide range of interested parties into productive discussions on the future of the Wasatch canyons in the Salt Lake area. 
One of the key issues that I see is the importance of assigning a relevant value to the canyons for their function as parks for the nearby urban population. There is a definite possibility that the canyons may be undervalued in this regard in the face of more easily calculated 
dollar projections for additional development.
Another issue, in a somewhat similar vein, is that downhill skiing is becoming increasingly costly. Many local residents are in danger of being priced out of skiing locally. Further, a small minority of Utahns, and Salt Lake County residents, are actually downhill skiers. This means 
that resorts have to cater more and more to high income out-of-state skiers. This threatens to create a “third world” tourism atmosphere where locals can work in the tourist trade while not enjoying the benefits of the experiences that are attracting the tourists. Meanwhile, In 
the summer, when the tourists are gone, local residents are faced with the loss of minimally developed natural areas that instead have been developed to service the tourist trade.
Utah, and the Salt lake metropolitan area, are blessed to have undeveloped natural areas so close to a highly urbanized metropolitan area. I appreciate the aspects of the Mountain Accord process that balance future development with a strong commitment to maintaining 
development-free zones.

Murray, UT 3/25/2015

Based on my understanding of your proposed Blueprint as it relates to the Cottonwood Canyon Scenario and despite what I assume are well-intentioned efforts to try and balance competing concerns such as preservation, stewardship and recreation with commercial 
development and expansion, water usage/rights and transportation I couldn't disagree more with your proposal. 
As a transplant to Utah and regular user of both Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons for 17+ years, the Blueprint seems to belie an actual understanding of what occurs in the Canyons during the various seasons.  Seriously, light rail instead of expanded bus or shuttles, rampant 
commercial resort expansion in the face of limited and finite water supplies and major transportation issues, marketing gimmicks like Canyon interconnects to Park City.  Have Board members actually used or visited the Canyons during winter and/or summer?
The Canyons are valuable precisely because they are not fully used nor fully developed!  One might think such a concept to be well-understood in a state with as many National and State Parks and Monuments as Utah.  However the Blueprint seems to be just another example 
of catering to commercial development interests.....the usual privatization of profits while costs are socialized. 
Therefore, going forward, my voice, my efforts and my dollars will be supporting groups such as Save Our Canyons and Wasatch Backcountry Alliance who recognize the value of wild spaces and work diligently to limit their needless destruction as represented by the current 
Blueprint. 

Murray, UT 4/30/2015

As a resident of the Wasatch Front for over 40 years, I can tell you that the almost immediate access to wilderness, outdoor recreation, and solitude is what keeps me and my family living here. All three of these factors are being threatened currently and we must consider the 
needs of local residents first. Increasing private property ownership and/or increasing developed ski area boundaries will leave us with an irreversible alteration of the treasure we have lived with and enjoyed for so long. We have already been enduring loss of public lands to 
private development, noise pollution due to additional helicopters, roads, and traffic, and obstruction to the natural skyline such as Hidden Peak's controversial development. We must be faithful to our role as stewards of the land rather than developers of the land. It is 
common sense and common knowledge that whatever we build will never be unbuilt in the future. We should not alter that which is so perfect to begin with. The only exception to this philosophy I can think of is a fast, straight, ELEVATED light rail up Little Cottonwood Canyon 
to eliminate the bumper to bumper traffic experienced in the winter. I urge you all to err on the side of preservation and conservation, rather than convenience or financial gain, in terms of preserving the natural Spirit, beauty, and wilderness aspects of the Wasatch Front. If 
access and accessibility to the wilderness is expanded/developed with such a large population at hand, it will cost us the very wilderness itself,  which is too  high a price to pay! These next few decades should prove to be particularly critical due to the new ownership of Park 
City, Park West, and Snowbird ski resorts. We need to defend our lands and rights to show these new resort owners that their treasures are exactly what they have bought, rather than what they may envision as master development plans.

Murray, UT 4/30/2015

Thank you for the efforts to maintain the sensitive environment which is heavily used and loved by so many.  I appreciate the challenges.  
I hike or snowshoe nearly every week of the year in the Wasatch Front mountains, much of it in the Cottonwood canyons.  (I also ski, but infrequently.)  I am very familiar with these areas.
I have two main comments at this time:
(1) I would not want to see an aerial tram connecting Park City and the Cottonwood canyons area, Brighton area being the most likely.  The greater Guardsman Pass area is one of the very few high country areas with reasonable access in the winter for snowshoeing and 
cross/back-country skiing.   (I am also pleased that you have dropped the alternative for year-round use of the Guardsman Road.)   I think this area should remain pristine for winter use without an aerial tram crossing it.
(2) I think the idea of tunnels between the Cottonwood Canyons, and perhaps to Park City is intriguing.   That would have to be VERY expensive.   If tunnels were to be dug, I would suggest that they allow private vehicles, and not just be for a light rail or bus service.   This 
would allow both summer and winter drives to go up one canyon and down another, as well as providing escape options during avalanche or other road closure issues.
Thanks again for your efforts

Murray, UT 5/12/2015



Mountain Accord comments.
Who I Am
I am a 57 year old male. I live in Murray, UT. I use the canyons for resort skiing, backcountry skiing, hiking, and mountain biking on designated trails. Living in the Salt Lake Valley also means that I use the canyons for most of my water.
Transportation
Anyone that uses the canyons regularly knows there is a lot of traffic, especially on powder days. I truly feel sorry for the residents along Wasatch Blvd when the traffic is blocking the roads as they wait for the canyons to open up.
I have seen proposals for using buses, trains, more car lanes and tunnels. None are a perfect solution and I am no transportation expert. However, we need to do all that is reasonably possible to protect the canyons, not only for the existing wildlife but also for our main source 
of water. In my mind, this means reducing the amount of traffic. Buses seem the best alternative to me although I could be open to some kind of an electric train if it can be done with a very small environmental impact.
 Tunnels do not seem to be a very good idea as it is well known that we live in a fault area and the experts continually warn that we are due for a large earthquake. A tunnel just seems to be a recipe for a future accident and the lawsuits that would go along with any tragedy 
that may occur.
There is a proposal to open up BCC to Midway even in the winter months. This is exactly opposite of what we should do. Increasing traffic will not help at all. 
Environment
I mentioned in the Transportation section that the Salt Lake Valley relies on BCC and LCC for the majority of its water supply. I am sure we can all agree that water is our most precious resource, especially here in the West. As the entire west seems to be in severe drought with 
no end in sight, even more attention should be given to protecting this resource. More development in the canyons will have a negative impact on water. Additionally, what of the wildlife in the canyons? It is such a treasure to hike or backcountry ski and see wildlife on every 
excursion! These canyons are home to many species and we should be good stewards of this habitat instead of continuing further encroachment. I have many friends from other states and other countries that come here in the winter as well as the summer months. Universally 
they comment on such a treasure being so close to a large city. Seeing such wonderful surroundings, wildlife, alpine lakes, etc. is a highlight of their trip. We need to protect it not expand more into it.
Recreation
It seems that most comments for recreation expansion come from the ski industry. I hold season passes at Snowbird and Deer Valley and have had passes at Brighton and Solitude. I am an avid resort skier but am also a backcountry skier. The canyons do not belong only to 
skiers and ski resorts. There are plenty of other users such as hikers, photographers, mountain bikers, day picnics and fishing. All of these need a voice in this process but, as far as I know, the main focus seems to be on ski resort expansion. I ask you, When is enough, enough? 
The ski resorts have gotten larger and larger over the years and, in my opinion, they are all large enough. I would submit to you that ski resort expansion never seems to stop. Here is a link to what expansion at a resort in California looks like:
http://ski.curbed.com/archives/2015/04/watch-alpine-meadows-transform-from-1970-to-today.php
Here is another in Colorado:
http://ski.curbed.com/archives/2015/04/watch-keystone-resort-transform-from-1975-to-today.php
As you can see, they just keep expanding and expanding. If you have lived in Utah for a long time you can see how much Alta has expanded. Albion Basin used to be backcountry! The expansion in the Park City resorts is even more. Remember when Canyons used to be Park 
West?
It is time to say NO. 
The resorts say that linking all together will create a "European experience". This is extremely laughable. I skied the largest and most connected resort in Europe this past March for two weeks. As a result, I can attest that the "experience" cannot be duplicated here. There are 
too many differences as every base area is a true residential village. Here it is not. In some cases, I skied from France into Switzerland. Skiing from Snowbird to Park City is not the same. 


Murray, UT 1a 5/1/2015

The biggest thing I noticed is that I spent most of my time riding a lift only to ski to another lift. I finally said to my hosts, lets ski instead of always riding lifts! If I want to explore, I go backcountry.
I also believe that the resorts know that just connecting them all does not result in a "European experience". However, they know that they have to be connected before they can "justify" proposing more condos and shops to create villages to give the "experience. It is all a ruse 
for more development.
The resorts also claim that they need to connect to compete with skier visits in Colorado. Firstly, do we really want that many skier visits here? It will only create more pressure on the canyons and the wildlife and our water supply. The only benefit is even more profits to ski 
resorts. Enough is enough. Secondly, most skiers that choose Colorado (or some other place) over Utah don't do so because the resorts aren't connected. They already know how close the resorts are to each other and how close it is to the Airport. All a very distinct advantage 
over other states like Colorado. If they really want to increase skier visits, as well as summer visits, they need to change the perception of Utah. I have seen many comments on online forums as well as first hand experience that the number one reason they don't come here is 
the liquor laws and the dominant religion. While liquor laws have gotten better since the 2001 Olympics it is the perception that hasn't improved. Change the outside perception and more will come.
Economy
The ski industry says how expansion is so good for the economy. However, it fails to mention that it is less than 1% of the GDP of Utah. Any expansion is of negligible impact and therefore not of enough importance to outweigh protecting such a unique place for future 
generations as well as our water supply.

I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity Naples, Florida 5/1/2015
I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity because it would make it easier for skiers to try other locations, draw more skiers to the area and help Utah compete with other ski regions New York City, New 

York
4/29/2015



I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity. Improved transportation would make my trip to the ski areas more convenient and I can’t wait to get back to Utah! New York City, New 
York

4/29/2015

Hi Mountain Accord,
I support improved transportation to / from Utah’s ski resorts.  Improved transportation would make my winter trips to Utah more convenient, and would allow me to visit more resorts.

New York City, New 
York

4/29/2015



I support improved transportation to/from Utah's ski resorts. Improved transportation would make my trip to the ski areas safer, faster and more convenient. New York City, New 
York

4/29/2015

I believe that ski area connectivity would help Utah compete with other ski regions! New York City, New 
York

4/29/2015

Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thank you!

New York City, New 
York

4/29/2015

I love options and would love to ski multiple resorts. Sleep and eat in Park City and have all the Wasatch resorts as your playground…sounds like a dream! Newport Beach, CA 4/29/2015

I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity.  This would be great for the ski community. Newport Beach, CA 4/29/2015
It is imperative that the Utah resorts be connected so that the winter industry can compete with the size and offering of Colorado.
 

Ogden, UT 5/1/2015

I support One-Wasatch and improved transportation to and from  Utah's Ski Resorts. This is important  for Utah's Ski Industry!
Former Director  Cameraman for Warren Miller

Ogden, UT 5/2/2015

As a science teacher, grandma of many, and a long-time resident of SLC, I'm more than interested in preserving the natural beauty (and wonder) of our canyons--all of them! 

Please no more development.  We worked one summer as campground hosts in Big Cottonwood Canyon.  It was wonderful to see people interface with what they considered "the wilds".  More or expanded ski resorts in a warming climate makes no sense.  And a TRAIN in 
Little Cottonwood!???  Anyone who thinks that's a good idea should walk the canyon and imagine what that would do to it.

Fortunately my own family have been transformed by the thrilling adventure of walking, hiking and backpacking.  I know these activities require a greater level of fitness, but we need the motivation to be fit...as we slide toward the greatest health crisis known on planet Earth 
by our poor choices.  The wilderness experience without mechanized means of transportation is one of our last draws for staying fit. 

Please do what you can to keep our canyons as natural as possible.

Olympus Cove, UT 4/23/2015

I submitted your survey but have additional comments.
First of all, I commend the efforts to create a plan to protect and promote recreation in the Wasatch Mountains.  However, I am very concerned about two items:
1.  I don't believe remote private lands which are unbuildable should be swapped for publicly owned lands at the base of ski areas.  This trades private but pristine land for public land and actually promotes more building in the canyons than would otherwise take place.
2.  I STRONGLY disagree with the idea that the Cottonwood Canyons should have tunnels connecting them to each other and to Park City.  The idea that this provides an alternative egress from the Cottonwood Canyons and is therefore necessary, is just not the case.    Tunnels 
would greatly increase usership of the Cottonwood Canyons to the detriment of the environment.  I believe the goal of the Mountain Accord should be to provide adequate means for environmentally friendly transportation without allowing access to the Canyons to become 
greater than the natural environment can support.  Therefore I do not believe there should be direct winter access between either Cottonwood Canyon and Park City.  I also don't agree that a train or additional lane should be built in the Cottonwoods until extensive pilot 
studies have explored lower cost and lower impact options such as more busing and paid parking at the ski resorts.
I do support more extensive trail development and parking/transit options to support that.  I do support more extensive transit options along the East Bench/Wasatch Blvd corridor.  I do support shuttles or buses up Mill Creek Canyon if there is some way for dog owners to still 
access trails with their dogs.  And I do support better public transit options from Salt Lake to Park City and within Park City.
Thank you for considering my comments

Olympus Cove, UT 5/1/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Orem, UT 4/28/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Orem, UT 4/28/2015



The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Orem, UT 4/28/2015

Comments on Mountain Accord Blueprint
Environmental Focus
The discussion of environmental concerns in the Blueprint is conceptually sound but needs to be more central to planning.  Protecting the Wasatch environment should drive other parts of the Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously 
considered.  For example, any project that would disrupt wildlife habitat and migration patterns on public land (which are well known by DNR) should not be seriously considered from the outset. 
Train service up Little Cottonwood Canyon
A railway would be visually intrusive, very noisy, and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife. 
Understandably the ski resorts would like better guest access during times of heavy demand.  I believe better access might be achieved with improved bus service.  Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel time to driving, and affordable or visitors 
will continue to drive their own cars.  Bus service would be preferable because: 
  Frequency of service would probably be better than a train,  

  In low demand times during the year and during each day, operating a train may not be economical, or result in expensive fares,

  Bus service could be scaled to match demand more flexibly than a train, by using vans and various size buses, 

  A special maintenance facility for the railway may be needed near the mouth of Little Cottonwood in a prime residential area or in the scenic upper part of the canyon.

Tunnels and other transit issues
The Blueprint should address the greatest transit needs for residents and guests in the area, above and distinct from ski resort marketing and profitability.  I therefore would look favorably upon improved transit between Salt Lake City and Park City, such as improved bus 
service or train.  I’m opposed to building tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City because:
(1) tunnels would mainly serve as ski resort marketing devices that would do little to address regular transit needs for residents and guests, and 
(2) tunnels would pose significant environmental concerns during and/or after construction such as water pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent disturbances in our scenic canyons, and 
(3) tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, presumably paid by Utah taxpayers who would not generally benefit from them.
Land swaps
The Blueprint proposes a number of land parcel exchanges.  I agree in principle to preserving pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in less sensitive locations.  However, it was difficult to see at the scale provided exactly where the 
various land parcels are located, what visual and other environmental impacts might result, and what the process would be for each change in ownership.
How accurate are growth forecasts for recreational skiing/snowboarding given the following factors?
  Climate Change.  The Utah State Climatologist projects spring snow disappearing by 2100.  This might result in demand for skiing being much below the projections of Ski Utah, and potentially a massive increase in water supply desired for snowmaking.

  Declining Interest of Youth in being Outdoors.  Today’s youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents (America’s Great Outdoors 2011).  How will this affect future ski area attendance?

  Cost of Lift Tickets.  The economic impact of Mountain Accord has yet to be determined.  However it is reasonable to assume that skiers/ snowboarders will bear the costs of improved access and expanded facilities through more expensive lift tickets.  How will these 

increased costs impact demand for skiing?  Skiing is already unaffordable for most middle income Utah families; only 7% of Utah residents currently ski in resorts.  How much will lift ticket price increases further reduce access for Utahns? 
What would be the economic impact on Utahns’ gaining access to the canyons?  
  Part of the plan for reducing vehicle access to the Cottonwood canyons is an “economic disincentive” or fee per vehicle.  This could make access to the canyons more challenging or impossible for youth and less wealthy Utahns.  How about an “economic incentive” for using 

public transit, instead?  This might include discounts at the resorts.
  Having toll booths at the mouth of the canyons, either when entering or exiting, would be unfavorably received by local canyon users.  

                                       

Park City, UT 3/17/2015

I've read a lot of the comments from the public input part of this process. I attended the meeting here in park city. I've read the interim report that just came out.
I live in park city but after reading the comments from many people in slc it seems like the issues of getting up to the canyons (lcc/bcc) could be corrected by listening to the people and adding/improving bus service before taking the drastic (and expensive) meAsure of rail. If 
the real problem is traffic en route through the canyons then FIX THE BUS SYSYEM in SLC AND THE ROADS TO THE RESORTS! And expand on the TRAX in slc to get people to the buses.
This should not be too difficult - try it first!
Same goes for park city. Why do we need to get people up through the cottonwoods via train/tunnel to come over here? I-80 is fine and not usually crowded. Add skier buses on I-80. Fix the bus service first by adding park and rides, more frequent buses and more stops into 
more neighborhoods and at each hotel/resort. BUY some smaller, AGILE, electric buses! THERE HAS TO BE A Way besides a tunnel - especially since this will all be an interim solution while we are wAiting for the massive changes in technology that will change all current forms 

f       f l  h   d f ll   l   d bl  h  h        h  k    d h   h     h h d l d  d h  l d   h   f 

Park City, UT 4/4/2015



I am a 64-year old Dartmouth-educated geologist who lives and works in Park City. I attended and spoke at the presentation at PCHS. I have spent some time the meeting thinking about the Mountain Accord, following the public comments in the PC Record, and talking to 
friends and family, including a local hydrologist/geologist who has worked in this area for decades. My four boys (18-32) ski and climb in both Big and Little Cottonwood canyons. Two of them are backcountry skiers, although not at all last year and very little this year due to 
avalanche risks. Alta is my favorite ski area on the planet. I moved my office from the Brickyard area in SLC to Pinebrook (a mile from my house) 18 months ago to eliminate the daily commute and associated emissions. I have lived in PC since Aug 2005, and in Roosevelt for 
twenty years prior to that. I know quite a bit about construction in rugged terrain, the geology of the Wasatch Mountains, both groundwater and surface water, how much things cost and how easily big project budgets can (and usually are) a fraction of the final cost.
I have several points to make.
The first is that the protection of SLC’s water supply in the Wasatch must be the highest priority. Period. 
The second is that the problem with planners is that they will spend your money until you cut it off. This means that they will pursue stupid ideas unless an adult holding the purse strings  exercises some control. In my opinion, Utah has spent more than it should have in the 
past couple of years investigating tunneling for a railroad into the Uinta Basin. The County Commissioners for the rural counties involved pulled the plug late last year because of the cost for that project. Not just the total cost, but the fact that the cost had multiplied from the 
first planning meetings to the final report. After the PC meeting, I sent digital copies of the final feasibility study for the railroad project and other related documents to Laynee Jones and Chris Robinson. It would seem obvious to me that railroad tunnels bored through Tertiary 
sedimentary rocks for a railroad designed to carry huge amounts of crude oil would have a better chance at economic viability than railroad tunnels bored through much older and more competent rocks for a railroad designed to carry tourists. If it takes more than an hour for 
your planners to reach this conclusion, something is wrong.
The massive construction that would be required to build out the transit  portions in the canyons if they are rail-based will make it very hard to protect the SLC water supply. The demand for transportation in the canyons is largely seasonal and can be met with existing buses, 
which will improve with time. In fact, I see that UTA is currently testing an electric bus. Leaving the roads as is will prove to be a self-limiting approach to transit and prevent the overuse of the area.
The transportation portion of the Mountain Accord makes no sense for Park City or Summit County. As presented, it is useless and would not be used by those commuting in either direction in significant numbers. Nor will tourists bound to or from Park City want to spend 
hours getting to/from the airport when the trip can be made by car in 30-40 minutes. Transit with respect to Park City will be via the I-80  corridor over Parley’s Summit. If there is serious interest in a rail or light rail system, it should go there. Park City’s/Summit County's most 
immediate transit problem is dealing with traffic on the 224 and 248. 
Frankly, it does not seem to me that Summit and Wasatch counties have sufficient identity of interest with the Salt Lake Valley to make their continued participation in the Mountain Accord a smart way to spend taxpayers’ money. I know that there is sentiment among the 
Summit County Council members to stay in the process and see what happens. We do not have enough influence to guide it, so I am not personally interested in watching our money get spent on planning for things that will never happen and would not benefit us if they did. 
One more comment that you should take seriously. I will not come to another Mountain Accord meeting because I was insulted and offended by the silly rules that Laynee Jones wanted to have govern participation. No one was rude. And it seems counterproductive to me to 
forbid an audience from expressing their agreement with what a speaker has said by clapping. If adults do clap after they have been asked not to, they have a reason. Scolding them is not a proper response. Perhaps making notes that this person’s comments received 
significant support and that person's did not would be more illuminating. If the Mountain Accord is to go forward, the stakes will be huge. There will be a great deal of money involved and a lot of contention from the various interest groups and the sources of the funds. The 
person running those meetings will need a thick skin.
Please put a stop to the heavy transit plans and tunneling in the canyons. The canyons don’t deserve it and we can’t afford it.

Park City, UT 4/7/2015

Hi Chris,
I think I picked the better movie.  Not less scary for sure, but what a story!  That guy was a genius.  Yours?Thanks for talking to me about my Mountain Accord concerns.  This would 
be a comment:
The whole process seems to center around the transportation issue only.It concerns me.  The Environmental area might need just as much attention.
As I see it with me limited knowledge this process gives the Counties and Cities, as well as private entities a chance to combine and concentrate development in certain areas and then protect - forever - from development more wilderness areas.  With all the funding the state is 
throwing into this process, maybe someone - you? - could make the state buy open lands.  That would be a benefit to all:  fresh air / watershed protection / and possibly wild berries.  Ha!  that covers all of our needs:  air / water  / food.
And, please do take the tunnel off the table all together. It might not be feasible, based on our soil and rock structure.  We do not live in the Alps. A light-rail system up Parley's (provided, of course, by Thyssen mHenschel) is the best solution, as it does not pollute as much as 
more taxis and busses would.  Any "traffic adjustment" of any kind would be a major undertaking, traffic nightmare and ... with our receding snow line... should be focused on summer traffic, not winter.Here's wishing you a Happy Spring and a bunch more snowfalls to give us 
the water we all need.Thanks, as always, for being such a thoughtful leader

Park City, UT 4/7/2015

 am fully in support of linking our resorts via gondola. We already have transportation via I80 to Park City which can be upgraded to more robust public transit. A rail system in the Cottonwoods could replace the exiting road with a parking garage at the mouth of the Canyons 
but should not go any further than the bases at our resorts on the west side. Linking our resorts on both sides via gondolas is a clean approach to allow less cars in our Canyons, safer travel, and a cleaner method of travel. We have a opportunity to do this right without blasting 
a train route through our mountains. Keep the cars out of the Cottonwoods, link all the resorts via gondolas and use clean vehicles to move people around to the existing hotels.
The model is Zermatt, Switzerland which has no cars and gondolas all over the terrain. They use battery powered carts to move baggage, supplies, and people without cars. When you visit Zermatt, the closest train stop is Tasch  which has a parking garage and a train every few 
minutes to Zermatt. 
Let’s do this right and keep the cars out of our Canyons for the long term, just like they are doing right now in Zermatt.

Park City, UT 4/8/2015

I strongly support improved transit from Salt Lake City to the Park City area.  With the expanded development at Park City Mountain Resort and the Canyons, this additional transportation mode is greatly needed.
I believe light rail is the best alternative, but I understand that bus rapid transit may be more feasible in the short term.  
I also support road improvements on Gardsman’s Pass.  
Thank you for considering these comments

Park City, UT 4/10/2015

Hello,
Utah is an exceptional state, and I’m pleased you’re working to keep it that way.
The Transportation section of the Mountain Accord seemed to focus mostly on mountain destinations – please continue to improve light rail in downtown SLC. As it is now, it’s impractical to rely on light rail for errands. I’d love to rely on Trax the way I relied on the MTA in New 
York for six years before moving to Utah.
Here are my suggestions:
Double (at least) the number of light rail lines in SLC;  include service on holidays.
Take advantage of SLC’s unusually wide streets by creating two-way protected bike lanes between cars parked in street and the sidewalk (NOT placing cyclists between parked cars and moving traffic).
--Consider traffic signals for cyclists (http://grist.org/news/traffic-signals-for-cyclists-pop-up-nationwide/)
Th k !

Park City, UT 4/10/2015

Hi Laynee & All,
Thanks for doing such a good job with this massive and seemingly at times thankless project.  I’ve changed my mind a number of times, but before I miss another deadline, here are my current views…
Land Swaps
I’m in favor of swapping out the ski resort’s peripheral land for concentrated development near the resort centers.  One major concern would be that there is a provision for parking – having the resorts develop all of their land and not provide any parking would compound the 
existing problem.  I know Grizzly Gulch is partially private, but preserving that is essential for the backcountry experience.
Transit
Of the three canyons, Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood and Parleys, 99% of the traffic issues seem to do with Little Cottonwood.  A train is never going to compete with I-80 as far as speed, flexibility or cost for getting up to Park City.  Big Cottonwood Canyon road is narrow, 
but relatively safe.  Little Cottonwood Canyon road is a complete mess, in part because it passes through 30+ avalanche paths, but also because all it takes is a single spun out rental car to block the entire canyon.  A train line on the other side of LCC creek would be nice, but 
the existing road is always going to be there as well, so now there would be two major transportation lines up this small canyon.  Putting the trainline up the existing road is not going to work without massive amounts of tunnels.
The core issue with transportation problems in the Central Wasatch is that LCC is a box canyon with only one entrance and exit.  I think that building a tunnel between Little and Big could give LCC and escape hatch and also make the Interconnectors happy, but I don’t think LCC 
or BCC needs another glidepath or rail line.
Adding extra buses during peak days could also help.  When LCC is bad, it is really bad, but for 90% of the time, you can zoom right up it in a car.
Trails
Adding new interconnecting hiking/biking trails in LCC/BCC sounds good.
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Hello, I attended the meeting at the Eccles theater in Park City. It seemed that transportation issues loomed large. I would like to submit random comments from my perspective.
Tunnels and ski lifts over the Wasatch crest should be last on the list of options. I would like to see increased public transit between the SLC area and Park City. We live near Kimball Junction. The PC-SLC Connect is great to go to SLC all day. I frequently did a bus/bike commute 
when I worked near the University. I am retired now and sometimes I take the bus to SLC in the late afternoon to meet my husband. The current schedule does not work to go either direction for less than a full day. My husband would ride it to work in downtown SLC but he 
needs to leave work about 5:15-5:30, not 4:20 or 6:20 PM.
I would like to see the Parleys Pathway bike path between Parleys Summit and the East Canyon exit on I-80 installed. We were part of a group several years ago to get this on a county planning map. I sometimes rode my bike from Kimball Junction to work in Research Park, well 
into my late 50's.  I am just a regular cyclist, not an extreme athlete. Non-cyclists may not realize how much riding that recreational riders are up for, especially with the option to bus one direction or the other. Other people also brave this section of Interstate to do this 
commute. Before the PC-SLC bus, my husband or I would ride this route to meet the other one in SLC so we didn't have two cars there at the end of the day. 
I'd like for Park City to maintain its get-away, resort feel, not become a suburb of the SL Valley. Except for maybe one trip to say they did it, the average skier is not going to drive to the base of a Cottonwood canyon, take a shuttle up to Solitude, then a lift to PCMR when they 
could just drive 30 min to their selected ski area. 
When we think of all the population in the area, and all the tourists, these "ski-link" connections serve only a very few people - the people spending up to and over $100 per day for a downhill ski experience. I haven't found concrete numbers, but it is my impression that the 
younger generations aren't flocking to downhill skiing as their (aging out) boomer parents did. It does seem that the numbers for non-motorized sports are increasing - Nordic and backcountry skiing. I do not want additional ski lifts, towers, and maintenance access in the 
undeveloped areas. Do we really want to "pave" more paradise? HE** NO!
Our national parks and wilderness areas are the best in the USA. They draw millions of tourists. For what? Nature! Not more motors and machinery. And not every place should be accessible to everyone. Maybe not accessible to anyone. I have some physical limitations now 
but no, I do not deserve access to everything. It's ok. Leave it alone. Leave it natural. 
In summary, more public transit on routes we already have in place, more bike paths, no more machinery in the mountains, keep our water clean (if there is any).
Thank you,
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Mountain Accord – Public Input
While there appear to be many advantageous to the Mountain Accord, we have concerns about the process and lack of Wasatch Back involvement. It seems that proposals about our future are being largely made by representatives from political and business interests outside 
of Summit County. A few of our areas of concern include:
•Lack of transparency as to the origination of the Mountain Accord movement, biases and
interests of participants.
•Inadequate public process started too late
•The objections to development in Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons that were considered
before the 2002 Olympics seem to have been removed.
•Carrying capacity of the Cottonwood Canyons is not being considered.
•Plans seem focused on tourism and recreation, rather than on the Utah population’s highest
and longterm needs.
•Plan seems to ignore the upcoming pressures that climate change is bringing to the region,
with lower snowfall, more drought, and shorter winters.
•Plans do not protect the Wasatch Front watershed for future generations.
•Only the most intrusive and expensive transportation option is being put forward. NEPA
process seems likely to proceed with tunnel as the primary option, without a preliminary costbenefit
analysis.
Specifically, the transportation alternatives being most strongly supported seem to mostly benefit the Wasatch Front. In the area of transportation, the proponents tout the benefits to reduced traffic and hence, cleaner air. Yet the proposals focus more on how to move tourists 
and visitors through the Salt Lake Valley to the resorts, rather than addressing the very real and more significant problem of residential and commuter traffic. If we are going to take one big shot at addressing transportation, and spend billions of dollars, Mountain Accord 
should address residents, commuters first. If, in the process, day use recreationalist and destination visitors’ impacts are addressed, all the better. If rail is to be considered, we want to hear more about a rail alternative which could link Salt Lake to Park City. Perhaps this line 
could eventually continue through Wasatch County to Heber, then Provo, making a Grand Loop. For Big & Little Cottonwood Canyons and Mill Creek, we think a system like Zion National Park’s shuttles would make more sense, shutting down the canyons to private automobile 
traffic except for private homes and controlled destination overnight parking. Roads could be upgraded with a dedicated lane for busses and avalanche sheds could be constructed in known trouble areas. At the mouths of the canyons or perhaps in a strategic location, a 
master parking structure could be located with transit center to stage travel to and from the Canyons. These parking intercepts/transit centers would link with the already established UTA mass transit systems. Park City is economically powerful and has built its community and 
economy over 50 years. We want to protect our brand and community character. A tunnel through the mountain to Park City is unnecessary, expensive and a threat to our destination visitor base. Day recreationalists from the Wasatch Front do not spend a lot in our local 
economy and only cause impacts without the local expenditures or sale tax benefits. Mountain Accord offers opportunities to preserve and manage our highly pressured and deeply loved Wasatch Mountains. We believe Mountain Accord should provide the greatest public 
good. In the area of transportation, expensive rail systems should primarily target residents and commuters, those who create the largest traffic impacts.

Park City, UT 4/23/2015

Transportation :
I don't agree with connecting the little/big cottonwood canyons to Park City; definitely NOT via tunnels through the mountains. That leaves over-land methods such as gondolas or chair lifts, which would serve a very small population of people in the Winter. I think that an 
energy(carbon footprint wise), cost and time efficient method of transportation from SLC, specifically from the airport, to Park City would be money better spent. 
My husband and I travel all over the world, and we prefer to take local, public transportation and forgo a rental car if we're staying put in a town. Last Summer we flew to Portland, OR and planned to take the train from the airport directly to town and walk the few blocks to 
our hotel  $3 00+ and 30 minutes later  we were at our destination ! Last Fall  we were in NYC and got a 5 day subway pass : fast and efficient !
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Environmental:  
At all costs protect watershed.  Funding mechanism needed to sustain, manage and enforce protection plan.  Airport tax, car rental fee, transportation fee, must be used to offset environmental impact of transportation including auto and air traffic into SLC and Heber.
Under “Proposed Cottonwood Canyons Scenario”, it appeared to me it is assumed there will be a rail and tunnel system?  I am opposed to tunneling of any sort.  In my opinion, it appears from the way one links to this section from the Environmental page that it is the opinion 
of the Environmental Sub Committee.   I believe there would be a negative impact to watershed and environment with tunnel option. Cost benefit analysis would unlikely show a positive outcome.  Benefits would go to a few at expense of majority and environment.   I’m 
against any sort of linking between Park City, BCC and LCC. (Other than express/local bus and shuttle service)
Strongly support all efforts to enhance the natural ecosystem, mapping existing flora with managed plan to mitigate noxious invasive species.
Strongly support efforts to mitigate future impact on climate change including mapping and reducing CO2 footprint.
Recreation:
As an avid back country skier and mountain biker I have an intimate relationship with the Wasatch.  
What exactly is Protective Public Ownership?  What funds the ongoing management and protection of these areas?
Where are and how does the 416 acres in American Fork fit into the plan?  Doesn’t show on map and is outside area of focus.
Areas included in Ski Area Land Swap should be valued based on actual economic viability of private expansion in these areas.  Less value given to places not likely developed due to geographic topography, etc.
Not in favor of reducing mountain bike or back country skiing access to existing trails/areas.
In favor of reducing heli ski operations and strengthening rules which dictate when and where operations are allowed.  Penalties should be steep and enforceable.
Economy:
I believe ‘sustaining economic growth’ in the Wasatch is counter to this entire process.  Limiting, controlling and enforcing commercial business is the only way to accomplish the primary goal of the Mountain Accord… protecting the watershed and pristine nature of the area.  
Pressures should be placed on ski resorts to reduce the amount of land made available for automobile parking and all employees should be required to take mass transit or private shuttle.  Existing parking lots should be acceptable land for increased development.
Stronger regulations and enforceable penalties are the only way to manage the greed of the corporate growth machine.  If you’d like I’ll tell you how I really feel 😉😉
Ongoing appropriation of state and local municipal funding to manage preservation and improve existing conditions… not enable development.
Transportation: (best for last😉😉)
 In my humble opinion, enhancing Local Bus, Express Bus and Shuttle service is a short and long term piece of the solution for i80, and the Cottonwood canyons.  No tunnels.  No light or heavy rail.  No Ariel Trams or connections other than bus and shuttle between Park City, 
BCC and LCC.   However, enhancing rail between the airport and the transportation HUBs on the Wasatch Front makes sense to me.  Long term perhaps up i80 to Kimball Junction or Quinn’s.
Supply should meet variable demand based on seasonal requirements.  Identified HUBS seem reasonable.
Park and ride areas to the south of i80, at i80 and between i80 and Mill Creek, BCC and LCC should be enhanced and managed intentionally to serve the seasonal and time-of-day needs.  If we could depend on the bus we will ride the bus.
Reducing parking availability, charging additional fees for car rental, fees for parking at ski resorts or ski towns.  Make it more desirable to take public transport or shuttle reducing the rental car numbers and SLC cars travelling all corridors to recreation destinations.
Transportation Management System is not defined… what is this?
Fees (a % of ALL fees and taxes related to this initiative) should be used for funding and sustaining management, enforcement and to offset the cost of public transportation options.  Possibly fund a grant pool for incenting environmentally friendly vehicle use i.e. electric 
shuttle vans, natural gas vehicles, etc…
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The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.
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The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
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damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.
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I support improved transportation to Utah Ski Resorts. Park City, UT 4/29/2015
To Whom it May Concern:
I support 100% the ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity proposal.
Completion of the ONE Wasatch project will make my (and my extended family’s) ski experience in Utah more enjoyable and fulfilling in addition to providing greater access to these other ski areas.  I also believe that ONE Wasatch will make my trips to other nearby resorts in 
the other Wasatch canyons safer, faster and more convenient.  This will also be a significant boon to Utah and its economy.
Respectfully submitted,

Park City, UT 4/29/2015

In 1898 my father, Elwin A. Potter, was born in Park City, Utah.  After working for almost 20 years in the mines my grandfather, George M. Potter, had to quit mining due to contracting "silicosis," a disease common to miners.
My heritage is connected to Park City.  I strongly support the connecting of Utah ski resorts and the economic value that such connection will bring to Park City and the state of Utah.

Park City, UT 4/29/2015

I support One Wasatch fully.  We are property owners in Park City and we NEVER go to other resorts simply because it's too far to drive!  Thank you. Park City, UT 4/29/2015
I think connecting all of the ski resorts through ONE Wasatch is a fantastic idea and am 100% behind the initiative.  It will help our economy and make it much easier to travel to other resorts.  As a Park City resident, I love skiing at all of the resorts and it would be great to 
access them without driving the other canyons.
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Hi Summit County!
First, thank you for your service and for your thoughtful analysis on Mountain Accord.  I wanted to have some input on Summit County’s involvement in Mountain Accord.  I’m in agreement that it isn’t clear whether the County should or shouldn’t be involved, but I do have 2 
cents to add.  Any transportation plan that involves Summit County should necessarily involve Wasatch County.  I know Wasatch County isn’t involved in Mountain Accord for whatever reason but Wasatch should not be ignored.  With housing prices going the way they are and 
schools getting pretty maxed out in Park City,  locals are increasingly headed to Wasatch County.  If you fast forward 10 years, I suspect Wasatch County will be to Summit County and Park City what Pinebrook and Jeremy were to Park City 10 years ago.  Not the best analogy 
but hopefully you get the point.  
Wasatch County is growing and is facing an impending air pollution problem which could eventually impact Summit County.  Much of the car pressure in Park City  & Summit County in future years will come from Wasatch County – whether it’s people working in Summit 
County or Park City or passing through on the way to SLC.  I don’t see how any comprehensive transportation plan that is to benefit Summit County can exclude Wasatch County and expect to be at all meaningful.  I suspect the issue with Wasatch is lack of funds or lack of 
interest but that won’t always be the case as property prices increase and farms (groan) turn into subdivisions, creating a greater tax base.
I don’t know what this type of plan would entail – maybe low emission buses from Heber that stop at Kimball on the way to SLC, or better, a train – but I do know it needs to happen.
Thanks!
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I believe that the process of bringing all interests together to develop policies for the future is both important and valuable.  However, I have two concerns about the process to date.  The first is transparency.  If action is to be taken based on the process, the process must be 
completely transparent to the PUBLIC, not just to the designated participants.  I do not feel that that has been the case.  There is too much doubt that secret deals are being worked out to advance the interests of developers while only giving lip service to the protection of open 
space.  Simply put, I do not trust what has happened so far because things seem to be going on behind closed doors..
Second, the use of rail over bus service makes no sense whatsoever to me.  Federal funds for rail transit are not unlimited and could be much better used for other transportation purposes in Utah or other states.  While UTA has done much that is praiseworthy with light rail 
solutions, UTA seems to be blind to the possibilities of really improved bus service.  In addition to the substantial expense, construction of new rail lines  would be very damaging to open space.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment
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One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Park City, UT 4/29/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Park City, UT 4/29/2015

ski area connectivity would help Utah compete with other ski regions and cut down on driving. Park City, UT 4/30/2015
I have the following comments - 
• In general there seems to be too much development associated with the plan.    
• I support a bus based transportation system particularly a shuttle bus similar to Zion.   
• Save as much valuable backcountry terrain as possible. 
• Any private land transfers or preservation must include Grizzly Gulch
• Honeycomb lift should not drop below elevation of current lift (i.e stay in Honeycomb)
• Ski areas should inlcude uphill route inside their boundaries 
• no trains
• no tunnels  
• preserve the water shed as much as possible.  Don't degrade wathershep landscape or impair water quality
• reduce mountain sprawl
• land swaps make sense as long as they are fair (no snowbasin type swaps where valuable mountain land is swapped for subpar land)
• no road expansion
• no aerial lifts connecting canyons
• increase federlly desingated wilderness and strengthen protections for this special area

Park City, UT 4/30/2015

** I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity.
** I support improved transportation to/from Utah's ski resorts.
** ski area connectivity would help Utah’s economy
** ski area connectivity would be fun
** ski area connectivity would help Utah compete with other ski regions
** improved transportation would make my trip to the ski areas safer
** improved transportation would make my trip to the ski areas faster
** improved transportation would make my trip to the ski areas more convenient
Regards,

Park City, UT 4/30/2015

While there are many good items of the mountain accord plan, expansion of the ski resorts is not one of them.  Backcountry skier numbers are increasing.  Many of the areas adjacent to ski areas that are planned for expansion are used to access the backcountry for novice and 
advanced backcountry travelers.  I myself used the Iron Canyon area in Park City to access the Park City ridge line when I was beginning to explore the backcountry.  Now, due to the expansion of the Canyons and the connection to Park City Mountain Resort this local back 
country access is completely removed from the Park City side.  My next area of exploration as a novice backcountry traveler was Grizzly Gulch.  I'd hate to see Grizzly Gulch given to the for profit ski resorts and lost for ever to back country travelers.
Let the ski resorts maximize their profits from within their boundaries by increasing lift ticket prices and developing their land.  Do not let them develop our land, our Wasatch for their profits.

Park City, UT 4/30/2015

 I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity. Park City, UT 4/30/2015



While there are many idealistic concepts being advanced by Mtn. Accord, I am one who knows and understands Courchevel, France Three Valleys, but...  I do not favor the Mtn accord transportation solutions as presented.
1.   Skiing is poor between the resorts, making any transportations linkages only a way for one resort to compete with the other, versus some reasonable cooperation.
2.  Day skiiers only spend about $100 per day at our resorts versus nearly $400 per day for overnight visitors.  The economy of Park City area resorts is greatly enhanced by the weekly skier who stays and sleeps here.
3.  The Day Skiers compound traffic and parking limitations, and overnight skiers are often without cars at all.  It is not anticipated that Valley day visitors will take a train or any alternate transportation to day ski.  It is not in Park City's interest to compound skier capacities, 
parking capacities  or to dilute any or all of its economic interests in favor of bringing more day skiers to the mountain

Park City, UT 4/30/2015

I believe ski area connectivity would distinguish Utah’s ski industry and help Utah’s economy. Park City, UT 4/30/2015
I'm opposed to any connection of the canyons (Little and Big), especially between the canyons and Park City Park City, UT 4/30/2015
To Whom it May Concern:
I am a 15 year resident of Park City, Utah. I am all for the Mountain Accord. For many years, I and many of my friends in Park City have travelled to the Cottonwood resorts to ski. In the normal Utah weather patterns, the higher altitude resorts tend to have better snow. We 
have all sat in the traffic AKA Conga Line in the Cottonwoods to chase Utah’s legendary powder.  I also house many friends and guests, who visit our great State of Utah. These friends always head over to the Cottonwoods to ski the legendary snow for more than half of their 
days here.. I also have friends that work in the transportation industry, and they are constantly shuttling people to and from the Park City area to the Cottonwoods. 
There are hundreds and hundreds of people in Park City that work in the SLC valley, and many more that work at the airport. We, Park City area residents, have all talked over the years as to how great it would be to have a public transportation system so that we would not 
have to drive to the valley all of the time. The amount of traffic using Parleys Canyon has greatly increased over the years, and it has been very noticeable.
With all of that said, I believe the Mountain Accord will greatly decrease traffic and pollution. I feel the plan is well balanced for environmental protection. There are also many pollution savings in different ways; Auto and truck exhaust, tire wear, oil and other fluid changes, 
brake pad dust and wear, and road maintenence as a result of decreased usage. It would also increase the marketability of our State, providing a competative advantage over the other recreational States.
Thank you

Park City, UT 4/30/2015

My wife and I are relatively new residents of Park City, and we may bring a fresh perspective on the Mountain Accord.
We are from California, where traffic problems abound.  
To become familiar with local issues, we attended the Park City Leadership 101 Seminar as well as the public meeting at Eccles Center to discuss draft recommendations of the Mountain Accord committee.
We are glad to see long-range planning underway, but we noticed significant gaps between the Mountain Accord plan, Park City leaders and Park City residents:  
• Mountain Accord seems primarily focused on enhancing environmental enjoyment (trails, open space, outdoor activities) and long-range transportation options (rail, bus, tunnel).  Those plans will influence economic growth in various areas (Park City, Heber, Summit County, 
etc.).
• Park City leaders seem most interested in encouraging public transportation and affordable housing.  
• Park City residents seem most focused on short-term transportation solutions ("carmaggedon") and controlling economic growth (traffic congestion, population increase, rising home prices) in the region.  
We have enjoyed using local public transportation, which we believe is exemplary and greatly enhanced with the new "bus" software application for mobile use.  We were very impressed by the city's efforts to monitor, control and influence winter traffic between the busy 
week of Xmas and New Year's Eve.  However, we have experienced traffic congestion on 224 and 248 and we think the citizens are right in being primarily concerned about the traffic problems stemming from the rapid growth and commercial development in recent years.
These suggestions may seem like "low tech" solutions which may be unpopular with the city's current leadership, but we would support the following:
• In the short-term, widen 224 and/or 248 to alleviate traffic problems.  Doing so could be a much cheaper, faster and better way to address the immediate public needs than investing in other activities such as buying more land for open space, restraining land use by requiring 
affordable housing (e,g,, Bonanza Park), further enhancing the public transportation system with a dedicated lane for express buses, or dedicating resources to a futuristic SLC-PC rail system.  People enjoy the convenience and efficiency of driving their own cars, and they won't 
necessarily use public transportation even if it is free and well planned.
• If widening roads is not acceptable, consider the construction of reversible traffic lanes along 224 and/or 248.  Many cities around the world have implemented a variety of methods to allow heavy traffic to occupy more lanes during busy periods. We did not hear any 
discussion of that possibility.  It could also be a relatively low cost solution compared to building a rail system and/or drilling a tunnel through the mountains.
• Encourage the development of high occupancy gondolas and underground parking from the Park City bus depot to Deer Valley and from Bonanza Park to PCMR.  Bonanza Park seems underutilized, poorly planned and unattractive.  It could be redeveloped to accommodate 
economic development and improved retail and commercial services while alleviating traffic flow through the older parts of town to the mountain resorts.  Vail Resorts might be very interested in providing funding to support the redevelopment of Bonanza Park.

Park City, UT 4/30/2015

I support One Wasatch and over the snow connectivity. Park City, UT 5/1/2015
I support One Wasatch.  I love the idea of being able to take FrontRunner all the way up to Park City and do my part to support our public transit.  Currently, I am driving daily from Roy to Park City.  It would be great to eliminate one more car off of our roads. Park City, UT 5/1/2015

I support Mountain Accord because it has the courage to publicly discuss the future of the Wasatch and come up some concrete solutions. Of course, it's much easier for detractors to denigrate any novel concept than to come up with one single constructive idea.
This said, while I fully support the ideas of Mountain Accord's, what I want to see happen - more than anything else - is ONE Wasatch.
Interestingly, ONE Wasatch embodies all of the elements contained in Mountain Accord (less transportation, less pollution, more economic opportunities and enhanced recreation) at almost no cost to us, the locals. I also can relate to the plan because I was born and raised in 
the Alps and was fortunate to witness the birth and the blooming of alpine interconnects there.
I can assure all my Utahans friends that ONE Wasatch represent true synergy and is the easiest "game changer" available to us, and just us in Utah, because it can't be duplicated anywhere else in North America.
Again, linking our six resorts could add realistic and affordable benefits that would immediately benefit our local population and elevate Utah beyond the reach of any other State or Province.  
I hate to boast about it, but I speak from personal experience!
ONE Wasatch is sound, looks up to the future, leaves plenty of space for back-country skiing and magnifies the recreational opportunities offered to all Wasatch residents!
Think into the future, be imaginative, seize this chance, embrace ONE Wasatch!

Park City, UT 5/1/2015

I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity.
Connecting resorts makes this ski area more desirable which will help the economy and improve property values.

Park City, UT 5/1/2015

Your email can be as short as one line. Here are a few examples:
** I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity.
** I support improved transportation to/from Utah's ski resorts.

Park City, UT 5/1/2015

Just writing to say I agree with the Wasatch Backcountry Alliance's position regarding the mountain accord plan. We need to minimize further development in the Wasatch. It is a small range, and it would be all too easy to let development take over and make it a less special 
place.

Park City, UT 5/1/2015

In my career with the U.S. Ski Team, I have been fortunate to visit many remarkable mountain regions around the world. What has always struck me about the most successful was the way their entire communities and lives integrated with the mountains. Regions like the 
Dolomites of Italy, the Three Valleys in France, the Bernese Oberland in Switzerland and many more all have built their regions around their mountain core utilizing unique, environmentally friendly transportation systems.
We have that same natural landscape in Utah. All of us enjoy an amazing lifestyle in our mountains, from summer hiking and scenic drives to winters on the ski slopes. The outdoors is our life in Utah, and what we wish to leave for our children’s children.
Having seen so many diverse mountain regions, I have come to value some core principles and best practices I have seen in those regions. Most notably, what has struck me is the interconnectivity of communities within those mountain regions. Mountains and valleys are not 
obstacles, but they are bridges to bring communities together.
I strongly support the concepts espoused through ONE Wasatch, utilizing unique on-mountain and in-mountain transportation. While, of course, this is a positive impact for skiing. But what has struck me about these other regions is that it brings their communities together 
and makes them a better place in day-to-day life all year long.
Our ability to better link our canyons and our communities will allow us to better preserve our lifestyle and our mountains. It will provide a better place for our children. And it will allow our economy to thrive.
Thanks for the work that you have undertaken to help make our mountain region a better place.

Park City, UT 5/1/2015

We are in agreement with Rich Wyman and Dana Williams in opposing the Mountain Accord proposal. Rich's comments below summarize our thoughts as well.
"The MA is a fast motion machine to connect Park City to Salt Lake City by trains and tunnels through Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons. The environmental impacts to wildlife, recreation, and water supplies in these precious mountains will be devastating. Everything about 
the MA is geared to perpetuate its process, from vote taking, to comments, to studies. It's all done with the intention of proceeding to its desired goals.
The estimated cost is $6 billion and these numbers always increase. Utah ranks 51st in education funding behind all other states including Puerto Rico. Only 5% of Utah residents ski. These trains and tunnels serve only to increase development and economic interests on the 
Sale Lake side of the Wasatch Mountains. They do not help our traffic and growth problems here in Park City, they only make it worse. This is not money spent wisely.
The economic interests on the Salt Lake side of the mountains think they need to connect to Park City to justify such a ludicrous idea. There is considerable political and economic pressure being applied to many members of the MA, including our elected officials, to stay at the 
table, which also comes at considerable expense.
Th  f d lt ti  h ld b  th  ZION N ti l P k M d l  t l  d h ttl  ith t i t d t  t ffi  L t'  t th  t i  d t l  ff th  t bl  d f   t ti  th  W t t h M t i "

Park City, UT 5/1/2015



As the population in Utah grows it becomes more and more important to advance and modernize our transportation system.  Not only is it good for residents and visitors alike but is a great environmental advancement.  There will only be more and more people recreating in 
our beautiful mountains and if managed, designed and constructed properly, the mountain accord project could make a huge difference in this wonderful mountain range.

Park City, UT 5/1/2015

Hi - As a recent immigrant to Utah (Park City) most recently from Denver, I support the Mountain Accord initiative and a combination of improved road and over-the-snow connection opportunities. Having experienced the pain of transportation for recreation (and business) 
from Denver to the Colorado mountains over the last 9 years, I can personally attest to the negative environmental, economic and emotional aspects that demand has had on Colorado and is having on Utah.  I believe improved ski area connectivity would make ski and other 
mountain recreation safer, more fun and ultimately lead to positive economic and environmental benefits.
Thank you for your consideration and all the hard work you are doing!

Park City, UT 5/1/2015

First of all, your comment area would not allow BOTH my spouse and me to comment from the same computer.  That is discriminatory.  
Also discriminatory is your requirement to Pay Money to be at the table planning this shenanigan.  
This proposal taxes all Utahns to benefit a few privileged legislators, corporations, the ski industry, and those moneyed few who have insider interest in the vast amount of expense that will burden generations to come.
Mountain Accord will not be of no overarching benefit, especially the costly tunnels.  I particularly object to the tunnel proposed to Park City.  There is NO NEED for this, except to include the Cottonwood Canyons in the next Olympics,which I expect will eventually come.  This 
unnecessary tunnel provides a second required escape route from the Cottonwoods so they would be eligible to host Olympic events.  Rather than have them held at the venues of the 20002 Games, which would be more prudent.
It also adds to the gridlock which we experience during high traffic periods in the Park City area, rather than solving them.
Please register me as an opponent to the Mountain Accord proposal.  

Park City, UT 5/1/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Park City, UT 5/1/2015

I support preserving as much as our federal land as possible.  I would like the Mountain Accord to make substantial efforts to have the forests of the Wasatch Front and Back set aside as wilderness and to limit the amount of development of our remaining wild areas.  I believe 
we have a responsibility as Utahns, as American citizens, as humans to ensure that we have wilderness areas for the future.

Park City, UT 5/1/2015

To All Concerned,
I am supplementing my prior comments with the following:
I am a full time resident of Park City, UT. I have studied the MA blueprint and related information on your website, and have the following comments concerning the
 Mountain Accord Transportation Corridor Purposes and Alternatives
Little Cottonwood Canyon/Park City Area Corridor
Alternatives Proposed to Advance for Further Consideration 
A. Light rail transit (LRT) in exclusive guideway up Little Cottonwood Canyon to the Park City area, including tunnel connections between Alta, Big Cottonwood Canyon and Park City. 
B. Bus rapid transit (BRT) in exclusive guideway up Little Cottonwood Canyon to the Park City area including tunnel connections between Alta, Big Cottonwood Canyon and Park City. 
C. Same as above but with aerial transportation (such as a gondola or tram) in the segment between Big Cottonwood Canyon and Park City. 
D. Transportation system management alternatives, which are combinations of incentives for transit use and disincentives to auto use, without adding new transit guideways or expanding roadways 
I do not support Alternatives A, B, C. 
I do support Alternative D.
Alternatives Proposed to Drop from Further Consideration
I do support dropping items E – I from further consideration.
Summit County Connectors (SR 224 from Park City to Kimball and SR 248 from Park City to US 40)
Alternatives Proposed to Advance for Further Consideration 
A. Light rail transit (LRT) in new exclusive guideway on SR-224 from Park City to Kimball Junction (I-80) and on SR-248 from Park City to Quinn’s Junction (US 40). 
B. Bus rapid transit (BRT) in new exclusive guideway on both routes. 
I do not support Alternative A or B.
Alternatives Proposed to Drop from Further Consideration
I do support dropping items A – B from further consideration.
Thank You

Park City, UT 5/1/2015

Hi - 
Thank you for championing what I'm sure has been a challenging and yet rewarding process.  I wanted to provide input on the Phase 1  - I have attended all the public meetings in Park City and appreciate that we are being included in the process.
The Wasatch Mountains are not a product to be marketed.  They are a natural resource that we need to care for and value.  I certainly appreciate all the work that is going into creating new protection for wilderness areas but I am not in favor of any transportation options that 
involve tunneling through the mountains.  That seems beyond irresponsible to me to consider an option of linking LCC, BCC, and PC via tunnel and train.  The cost vs benefit case must be a centuries long payback period not to mention the incredible impact on the land.
I am also not in favor of any proposals that involve lifts in Grizzly Gutch  maintaining the current level of backcountry terrain is key to me.  I have a hard time understanding the focus on expanding the skiing terrain for a market that is having a rapidly shrinking user base.  And 
to increase the resort footprint, we decrease the terrain for the only area of skiing that is growing which is backcountry skiing.  Seems like a very short-sighted move.  I get why the resorts want more terrain so that they can market new lifts, runs, etc.  But, I don't feel the 
mountains are here to serve the resorts/private companies.  They are OUR resource and it's high time we step up and protect them.  
We can't improve on the Wasatch Mountains, we can only hurt them.  Let's preserve them and not get side tracked by the economic opportunities for the few.  Let's focus on the many who value these mountains as a water source, home for wildlife, place of recreation, and a 
slice of heaven in our backyard.
Thank you, 


Park City, UT 5/1/2015

To Whom It May Concern,
I have read all your printed material and attended several of your public sessions. There are many good ideas to save the Wasatch. As an example, trails that interconnect the Cottonwood canyons and the Wasatch back are an excellent idea. 
Trying to connect the canyons and Park City is a bad idea. It is absolutely no benefit for Park City. The tunnels scheme is so far fetched it should not be considered. The Cottonwood Canyons have their transportation issues and Park City has its transportation issues. They will 
not be solved with an incredibly expensive train interconnect. 


Park City, UT 5/2/2015



Our response to the Mountain Accord Study. To All Mountain Accord members, Thank you, thank you for studying these problems and for trying to come to an agreement. These are the areas that we believe are most important: *Protecting the public domain of the Central 
Wasatch Mountains. *Study the impact of the mountains, to protect the watershed, wildlife and environment. *Keeping development outside the canyons and retaining the character and quality of the local areas. *We heartily agree that we are not Europe, and surely not 
Colorado, California, or Canada. We should recognized our uniqueness and want to stay that way. *Watershed protection is a priority in any mass transit development. Single occupancy vehicular traffic is unacceptable. Park and ride is a necessity. *All aspects of avalanche 
control should be respected, and safety recommendations followed by all citizens & tourists without question. All of our canyons are different, and it is fun to be able to decide among friends which area is the consensus for each day. The diversity and beauty of each canyon is 
not to be overlooked. We do not need or want overhead snow chairs going by, diminishing our enjoyment of the natural beauty. We are used to our canyons and treasure each of them in their natural state. We feel that the resort connection issue has been concocted by the 
ski business is to appease the affluent as a novelty and to make more money. LEt's leave our canyons alone as much as possible and let them retain their quiet beauty, interrupted only by the cascading stream. Let's not mess with this! Every time we put a stream under a road, 
we are sorry for its loss. I agree that we sohuld get people to the canyons, not through them. I nour fmailiy we have five generations of environmentalists (we used tocall them Nature Lovers). My grandfather was the foremost naturalist in Salt Lake City at the time with his 
world-class collections of insects and bird eggs, all categorized by species, date, location, and collector. I ny grandparents home that is all we heard people talk about - birds, insects & butterflies. School children were invited to see these collections, to identify and to study 
them. My father carried on all of the traditions of Grandfather. His idea of fun was to go to the "Black Slews" to watch for birds. As a young man he wanted some skis, so he had his brother make him some. They were long heavy and had a screw at the front of the ski for 
winding up rope to go uphill. As a physician and surgeon my father made house calls to patients homes night and day. He loved having company on his frequent calls. His enticement on Sunday calls was " If you come with me we could go up the canyon and watch the birds". 
We always took him up on that invitation. Back to the matter at hand - To deccrease the need for connections between resorts on the Wasatch. Mountain Accord suggests that us rapid transit, rail, limited single occupancy vehicle use & increased park & ride could be a less 
invasive abuse of our canyons. This would certainlly decrease the need for resort connections. "Any solution that has a negative impact on watershed, environment, flora & fauna would be irresponsible." I thoroughly agree. As part of the land exchange, I was pleased that Mt. 
Superior would be protected. I was schocked that anyone could think of desecrating such a magnificent mountain. It must never be possible to do so. I believe that it is true that 96% of Utahns agree to protect our wonderful mountains & canyons for all future generations. The 
Guardsman's Pass road should be closed in the winter, as is now the practice. Why do we need to connect the ski resorts? They are doing fine. An open road in winter only means more development. Please leave Bonanza Flat alone in its beauty for all to see and respond to. 
The giant hotel almost to Gaurdsman's Pass is so insensitive to the land and destroys the awesomeness of reaching the pass. Let's retain Bonanza Flat in a pristine state. Last observation - It is sad that it is now so difficult for young families to be able to si together at the resorts 
without spending a fortune. Skiing shouldn't be just for the wealthy. When I was in High School our parents gave us a dollar to go skiing (60 cents for bus fare and 40 cents for rope tow tickets). We pakced our own lunches and leaned against our crossed skis to eat lunch. 
Below us a magnificent view of White Pine in all it's pristine glory. We floundere in the powder, the rope tows were hard to hold onto, but we were 'skiing'. Last year I was invited to lunch at Snowbird. After which we were invited to go through the mountain in the new tunnel. 
On the other side we looked down at White Pine. I felt sad looking at a crisscrossed dirt roads and a maintenance truck. Therefore our priorities: *No tunnels through the mountains. *No new roads connecting ski areas. *No overhead lifts connecting canyons. *Watershed 
protection as the #1 priority. *Access to the canyons from the city for all. Salt Lakers have always been great picnickers. Its "up the canyon" for burnch with bacon & eggs, biscuits, hot coffee or for steak dinner with freshly cut corn on the cob or a basket of sandwiches. Each 
time we apprecaited our camp spot in the canyon. Let's not hack up the mountains for projects that only reward the privileged few. Each of our canyons is unique and presents a different experience on the ride up. This is very much a part of the pleasure, always amazing, 
always worthy of our respect.

Park City, UT 5/2/2015

April 7, 2015
Executive Board
Mountain Accord
Ladies and Gentlemen:
I support the overall goals and efforts of Mountain Accord (MA) to develop a vision and plans for preserving the natural beauty of the central Wasatch area, while enhancing recreational usage for both front- and back-side residents, as well as for the increasing number of 
visitors. Thank you for allowing me to provide some input.
I have reviewed many of the documents, reports, and comments available through the MA website, and my wife and I attended the MA meeting at the PC high school on 2/24/15. I do have major concerns about the transportation aspects of the proposed blueprint. I believe 
that my background includes substantial experiences that guide me in assessing some of these issues. I grew up in northern Italy, and train/bus travel has been part of my life until I came to the US in the late 60s. I have visited the Alps extensively over many decades, and I am 
especially familiar with the Jungfrau region, Zermatt, and the Dolomites. For the past 12 years or so my wife and I have spent an increasing amount of time in the Park City area, both in winter and summer. I recently retired from my position as mathematics professor at the 
State Univ. of NY at Albany, and we are Park City residents as of the end of 2014.
Along with most other residents of the Wasatch back, I am concerned about the increasing year-round road congestion that reaches unacceptable levels during peak times. Let me summarize my suggestions/concerns. More details are given later in this letter.
1. Create incentives/disincentives to reduce the use of private cars to move skiers, other recreational traffic, and resort employees between Kimball Junction, Quinn Jct., lodging facilities, and residences, and the ski resorts.
2. Improve and expand the free bus transportation from residential areas (including Heber valley, SLC valley, etc.) for employees of the resorts and of the general hospitality infrastructure to the various work places.
3. Separate as much as possible the ski resorts/visitor traffic in the Wasatch back from the daily routine traffic of residents, with the goal to improve everybody’s experience.
4. Improve SR 248 to the level of SR 224 to facilitate improved bus/shuttle service from Kimball Jct. and Quinn Jct. to the ski resorts.
5. Do NOT create a new “corridor” between the Wasatch front and Park City via LCC, BCC, and on or more tunnels.
6. Consider opening Guardsman Pass during the winter month but ONLY to public transportation, emergency traffic, and special permit holders. Note that the majority of the MA transportation group supports some usage of Guardsman pass.
7. Do NOT build railroads into LCC and BCC. Instead, build upon the existing infrastructure and create incentives/disincentives to reduce the use of private cars to move skiers, other recreational traffic, and resort employees to the canyon resorts. 
8. Develop/expand/improve a variety of bus/shuttle services (express, local, skiers, etc.) from the SLC airport and key points in SLC up the I-80 corridor to Park City and directly to the three ski resorts, as well as to the resorts in the two canyons.
9. Collaborate with Deer Valley to maximize the benefits of the proposed major expansion of DV towards US 40 and the planned gondola from the PC Old Town transportation center to Silver Lake to diminish traffic into Snow Park. If necessary, study the feasibility of a direct 
road connection, including a tunnel, from the NE corner of Snow Park to US 40.
10. Collaborate with an encourage/require Veil to plan for access to the PCMR base that avoids the intersections of SR 224 with Kearns Blvd. and DV Road/Empire Avenue, for example via a tunnel under the PC golf course.
Discussion and More Detailed Suggestion
Regarding 1, 2 and 7: For example, create large (free) parking areas easily accessible from I-80 at Kimball Jct. and from US 40 at Quinn Jct., and increase the capacity of the existing parking areas at the entrance of LCC and BCC. Set up a free efficient continuous shuttle service 
(vans, buses) connection these parking areas to the 3 PC ski resorts, resp. the resorts in the canyons. Such systems are in place, for example, at Vail and at Beaver Creek, and – I imagine –at many other places as well. Based on the comments I read, it appears that this approach 
has the overwhelming support of the residents of both Wasatch front and back. One advantage of such approach is the flexibility to meet changing demands. More restrictive measures (such as blocking private automobile traffic) could be imposed, for example, during peak 
holiday periods, or during/after snow storms, and special permits could be issued to canyon residents and upon other demonstrated needed. Light rail system in the valley could be expanded to the parking areas at the entrance of the canyons.

Park City, UT 15a 4/7/2015



In addition, in order to discourage private automobile traffic, one could impose a parking fee (e.g., a $25-$30 daily charge) at the various ski resorts. Residents of Summit County could be offered reduced (or even free) parking rates at the PC ski resorts, in analogy to the 
existing reduction in property taxes for such residents. Similar reductions could be offered to residents of the canyon areas at the respective resorts.
Assuming improvements to the public transportation as suggesting in 2.), the resorts and other employers could offer a variety of incentives to their employees to use the available free public transportation.
Regarding 5, 6, and 7: The MA blueprint seems to focus on solving transportation problems with rail transportation through LCC and BCC, including a tunnel to Park City. Not only would this be enormously expensive, but it ignores history and the existing reality. The extensive 
mountain railroad network in Switzerland was developed primarily in the late 1800s – early 1900s at a time when there were hardly any cars and labor was cheap. It continues to function well because it is connected to vast national and international railroad networks, and it is 
supported by a public that is used to rely on public transportation, even to the level of banning or severely limiting car traffic, for example in Zermatt (no automobiles allowed in Zermatt) and on many mountain roads. In contrast, transportation in the Central Wasatch, as in 
most of the US, has centered around building roads and using private cars and buses. It therefore would make much more sense to capitalize on the existing road infrastructure, improve and protect it (from avalanches, etc.) as needed, and, most importantly, work towards 
shifting traffic on such roads from private cars to shared transportation based on vans, buses, park-and-ride systems, etc. While some steps in this direction have already been taken, much more can and needs be done, at a fraction of the cost of the proposed railroads.
In particular, I do not support creating a new “corridor” to Park City through LCC, regardless of the mode of transportation. The required tunnels would be very costly major engineering/construction projects. Such new corridor would have unpredictable consequences for PC 
and the Wasatch back, and it could drastically change the unique character of Park City, turning it into something like an extension/suburb of communities on the Wasatch front. Again, the vast majority of the comments I read express concerns and oppose creating such a 
corridor. What really are the expected benefits of such connection to justify its huge costs and potential negative impact? I did not hear any clear, convincing answers at the 2/24 meeting in PC, and the Mountain Accord website does not provide much clarifications either, 
except for viewing it as a marketing tool to attract more visitors to the area.As noted by a teacher at the 2/24 meeting, her eighth grade students immediately realized that such a connection would make the SLC-Park city trip much longer for most people than the trip through 
the existing I-80 corridor. Visitors coming from the south via Provo are already able to use the Provo canyon corridor to reach the Wasatch back. They would benefit from shuttle service from Quinn’s Jct. to the resorts. So it is difficult to see how the proposed new corridor 
would have significant impact on the overall traffic pattern of the central Wasatch region. In any case, a major change such as the proposed new corridor would require the overwhelming support of the residents of all the communities that are affected, and based on the 
available information there is little evidence of such support. Furthermore, given that the connection between PCMR and Canyons will soon be implemented by Vail Resorts, I believe that it would be prudent to carefully study the impact this venture will have on the residents 
of the Wasatch back, on the expected increase in visitors, and on the overall recreational experience that goes well beyond skiing activities, before making plans for further new “connections”.
One potential benefit of such a corridor that has been mentioned is that residents and visitors of Park City would be able to access the ski resorts on the front more readily. Aren’t we just talking about a very small subset of the population of the area? What evidence/data is 
there to back up claims of potential significant major demand for such access to warrant even considering creating a new corridor? Visitors that come to PC (typically for a week) have plenty of opportunities for skiing in the PC area. If they choose to ski one or two days at the 
front resorts, the trip along I=-80 and I-215 to connect to public transportation up the canyons is not that big of a burden. The trip would take about an hour – not that Denver residents commute two hours and more each way (assuming smooth traffic) to ski in Breckenridge, 
Copper Mtn., Vail, etc. Visitors to the central Wasatch that prefer skiing in the canyons can lodge there or in the SLC valley, which would give them even more flexibility. 
In any case, there is another option that could be considered at much lower cost than a tunnel through the Wasatch to satisfy that kind of demand. I would suggest that a reasonable step would be to open Guardsman Pass in winter, but only to public transportation (vans, 
buses, etc.), emergency vehicles/evacuation, and special permits issued upon demonstrated needs. (To be clear: I definitely do NOT support opening Guardsman Pass to general traffic in winter!) Such restrictions are common in mountain areas in Switzerland. Numerous 
mountain roads are accessible only to the public bus service operated by the postal service (“Postbus”) and to residents along those roads. One particularly relevant example is the village of Grindelwald under the Eiger, one of the gateways to the Jungfrau region. Grindelwald 
lies at the end of a valley and is the final stop for the general vehicular traffic. Year round only the public buses are allowed to use the road past Grindelwald over the Grosse Scheidegg Pass that connects to the town of Meiringen in the adjacent valley (a major transit route). 
While according to UTOD it would not be cost-effective to keep Guardsman Pass open in winter, it surely would be a bargain compared to the cost of a tunnel and building a railroad up LCC! Furthermore, users of this kind of service would pay for it and contributed to cover 
costs. Another advantage would be that public transportation service over Guardsman Pas could easily be adjusted to meet changing demand. First of all, this could be implemented on very short notice. If one or two trial years show that there is not sufficient demand to 
warrant the expense of keeping the road open, one could readily revert to the current winter closure, without having wasted any large amount of money. If demand is high, one could readily add more shuttle or buses to meet that demand. (Note: I am puzzled by the decision 
of the MA transportation system group to eliminate opening Guardsman Pass to year-round use from further consideration. As documented in the summary of the 10/29/2014 meeting of that group, that decision was made against the wishes of the majority. A total of 51% 
disagreed with eliminating this option, while, at best, only 39% concurred! What really is driving that decision?

Regarding 4: It seems that MA (as stated in “Mountain Accord Transportation Corridor Purposes and Alternatives”) proposes to drop “Bus in Mixed Traffic on SR-224 from Park City to Kimball Junction (I-80) and on SR-248 from Park City to Quinn’s Junction (US40)” as well as 
“Bus in Managed Lane on both routes” from further consideration. A key reason given is that “Large segments in both routes have just one traffic lane in each direction.” This statement is factually wrong regarding SR-224! SR-224 from Kimball Jct. into PC, has TWO lanes in 
each direction all the way, plus a center (turning) lane and two auxiliary bus lanes on each shoulder that are, in fact, already in use during peak times. Improvements to SR-248 up to the level of SR-224, as well as efforts to reduce private automobile traffic (as mentioned above) 
along these routes would seem to make extensive fast bus/van traffic along both routes quite feasible.
Regarding 8: As for access to PC and SLC, I believe that the I-80 corridor is the preferred way to go for the foreseeable future., I support MA’s vision to consider express bus service, directly from the airport to PC, and via more “local” service with appropriate stops. It is 
important that visitors are provided such convenient efficient service to reach PC right from the airport, so as to avoid the need for them to rent a car. Once visitors have rented a car, it becomes very difficult to discourage them from using it! During the winter months, one 
could add express buses in the morning hours from a suitable central location in SLC directly to the various ski resorts in PC (and, of course, also to the LCC and BCC resorts) with reverse service in late afternoon.
Regarding 3, 9, 10: The obviously most challenging area are the two intersections on SR-224 in Kimball Junction, the SR-224 – Kearns Blvd. intersection, and the Park Avenue – Deer Valley Rd./Empire Avenue intersection. These are difficult and complex problems that will 
require the ski resorts, it still is unrealistic to expect all private vehicle traffic to stop. Continuing visitor traffic and the new shuttle service should not be hindered by the unavoidable local residents’ traffic, and vice-versa.
Bold and creative thinking is necessary in order to address these problem areas. That includes studying over/under passes, elevated highway, or even a tunnel under Kimball Jct., in order to facilitate traffic on SR-224 through the two intersections in Kimball Jct. I recently visited 
Santa Barbara, CA and was pleasantly surprised to see how elegantly and with minimal visual impact the recent diversion and reconstruction of the US-101 freeway through the center of town has greatly improved through traffic, while local traffic between town and the water 
front is well served by several key underpasses.
Regarding the other two bottlenecks, one should consider rerouting traffic to and from DV and PCMR. Both resorts should contribute to necessary investments. DV’s planned expansions already have the potential to significantly reduce traffic into Snow Park. Furthermore, a 
direct road connection from the NE corner of Snow Park to Rt. 40 via a tunnel could be considered after one evaluates the impact of the currently proposed expansions. On the other hand, the imminent gondola connection between PCMR and Canyons – marketed as resulting 
in the largest ski area in the US – would most likely add more traffic/congestion to these bottlenecks. How about encouraging (or requiring) PCMR/Vail to invest into comparable infrastructure improvements with the goal to significantly lessen traffic congestion to the base of 
PCMR? A tunnel under the PC golf course, beginning where SR-224 starts turning east before Kearns Blvd, and leading directly to the PCMR parking area without any intersections would seem to be a possibility. For northbound traffic the tunnel could extend under SR-224 and 
merge with that route from the eastern side, without any traffic lights between PCMR and Thaynes Canyon Drive. In contrast to other tunnel projects contemplated by the MA, this particular tunnel is much shorter and could be built at much lower cost by excavating from the 
surface, temporarily cutting through the gold course. As far as I can tell, no buildings are in the way, so that the main potential obstacles would just be existing water/drainage systems and a few trees that would be relocated. Open access from the surface would make it much 
simpler to deal with such problems; it would facilitate and speed up construction, and thereby bring costs and impact to the community down to a manageable level.
To summarize my comments, I find MA’s transportation blueprint misguided and falling short in addressing the most critical transportation problems in the Wasatch back.
 Again, thank you for allowing me to provide some input and comments in support of planning for the future for the benefit of all that love the Central Wasatch region.  



The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Payson, UT 4/28/2015

I have been visiting Utah in winter for at least 15 years. Our group usually rents a house in Sandy, with one exception 2 years ago when we stayed in Draper. Skiing in Utah is simply the best. I skied in both Cottonwood canyons, Park City, The Canyons, Deer Valley, The 
Snowbasin, Powder Mountain and Sundance. I read about this plan to connect both sides of the Wasatch mountain range for the first time about 3 years ago. I thought it was a fabulous idea then and I certainly have not changed my mind. To connect several ski areas with 
chairlifts gives each skier more options whether one follows the sun, wind, crowds or snow. Having skied in Whistler many times I know how both individuals and families now enjoy the opportunity to use the Peak-To-Peak gondola in Whistler and ski both the Whistler 
Mountain and the Blackcomb Mountain. So you have my vote - One Wasatch Concept is a wonderful idea and I hope I will enjoy the end result before I am too decrepit to ski. But please hurry - I am 65 years old. Sincerely, Joseph Zahradnik, Peterborough, ON, Canada 

Peterboroguh, ON

Mountain Accord Planners
375 West 200 South, Suite 275
Salt Lake City, UT 84101
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One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
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*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?

Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Pleasant Grove, UT 4/28/2015
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The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
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Provo, UT 4/29/2015

Public Feedback on Mountain Accord Blueprint: 
             Overall I think that Mountain Accord should continue it’s plans to interconnect the Central Wasatch Ski Resorts via busses, lite rails, tunnels, and one Ariel lift. As a Recreation Management Major I can see how this new change will positively impact my job out look in 
Utah. Along with great economic and new recreation benefits Parleys, Little, and Big Cottonwood Canyon have become crowed with traffic from commuters and tourists. Due to the increasing inversion problems in the Salt Lake Valley, developing more public transit for these 
areas could reduce our carbon footprint and create a positive change for the environment. 
    However, I’m hesitant to support developing access via ski trails and traditional chair lifts due to the impact on the backcountry skiing industry and possible damage to the watersheds in that area. Until an official Environmental Impact Statement has been released I can’t 
fully support your mitigation strategies. Additionally I’m a lover of both resort skiing and backcountry skiing and I don’t feel we should let one or the other die. Although you have proposed protecting highly valued backcountry areas for backcountry users, I’m unconvinced as 
to how this balance will work. The Wasatch’s backcountry is sensitive avalanche terrain especially in Little Cottonwood Canyon. If you connect trails to different resorts these areas now have to be patrolled and controlled, to provide safe in bound skiing. What will stop resort 
skiers from going out of bounds if they see a backcountry skier heading up to an adjacent backcountry section of the Wasatch? If you bomb one area of the mountain for avalanche control will this affect the snow in other areas that aren’t in bounds and ruin the experience of 
backcountry skiing?  I see these elements as a potential problem for having resort terrain and trails intermingling with backcountry areas that aren’t controlled. Educating all resort skiers on the dangers of going out of bounds would have to emphasized a lot more if this 
element of blueprint was go through. 
 Thank you for your time and listening ears!

Rexburg, ID 3/30/2015



The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Riverton, UT 4/28/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Riverton, UT 5/2/2015

One Wasatch will make Utah skiing even more remarkable than it already is. Rydal ,PA 5/1/2015
To the Mountain Accord Stakeholders - First things first. I greatly appreciate the Mountain Accord process in that it has managed to get the majority of stakeholders to the table while allowing for public participation and comment. We're all in this room because we are hopeful 
for the future. I do feel that the four focus groups of environment, recreation, transportation, and commerce are the key groupings here and believe that they needn't always be in direct competition with one another. Rather, I'd argue that recreation, transportation, and 
commerce exist because of the breath-taking beauty and opportunities within the natural environment - and in that way I feel that protecting and preserving the environment and aesthetics is central to the existence (much less flourishing) of the other three. To be clear - 
recreation, commerce, and development is present because of the Wasatch Range - and transportation corridors are there in support of those. Water quality and the the natural beauty of the mountains is never enhanced by progress, it is only diminished. With that said, my 
arguments below are three-fold - Development - if any - should remain concentrated within the rough footprint of the existing bases of the mountain resorts. This reflects current ideas of urban planning (the idea of concentrated human habitation and business with broad 
reaches of open space.) Ski area (lift use) numbers demonstrate little to no growth in winter while backcountry use numbers are growing exponentially. The ski areas as they are now can accommodate current and future numbers without further incursion into the mountains. I 
would also comment that the mountain resorts here are quite good - but the real gem of the Wasatch is the world class backcountry. The Wasatch backcountry is truly in a league of its own with unparalleled ease of access to amazing terrain and 500"/snow/yr. Transportation - 
Transportation is the elephant in the room. The current one-person/one-vehicle paradigm is unsustainable. I support a rapid transit system complete with avalanche sheds going up both Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons as well as up Parley's to Park City. Strong disincentives 
should be in place for personal vehicles and not limited to simple financial disincentives. I strongly do not support a tunnel connecting Little/Big/Park City. The tunnel may test as convenient but at a significant aesthetic and monetary cost. I would rather see the rail system 
along the east bench of SLC connecting PC and Alta/Brighton than tunneling through the mountains. Environment - With a thirsty population estimated to double in the next 40 years, the watershed should remain inviolate. That said, valley water consumption should become 
more efficient - and despite not being part of the Mountain Accord Process - should be integral to the long term planning for the future. Thank you - 

Salt Lake City, UT 3/17/2015

Hello,
I think Mountain Accord is doing a great service for our outdoor community. I feel very fortunate that people like you are taking the time and effort to work with a variety of people with with multiple interests to open a dialog regarding the future of the Wasatch. This is so 
important.
That being said, I am a little overwhelmed with all the suggestions on the table and would like to focus on one topic in particular....traffic in the canyons. I feel strongly that there are often too many cars driving up and down as well as trail head parking lots overflowed. This 
traffic is not only dangerous on high avalanche days but is also a real nuisance when people need to get to where they want to go.
I like the idea of charging people who do not carpool to the ski areas (Jackson Hole Ski Area does this with parking (3 or more park for
free) and it helps cut down on traffic). Perhaps a fee to drive the canyon with a financial incentive for carpooling could be an option. I would be interested in learning more about the idea of a speedy train that lives in LCC and stops at Tanner's, White Pine, Snowbird and Alta. 
This could run all year and be a real draw for tourists as well as locals. Europe has figured this out. Why can't we?
Behavior change is in our future. There will always be more and more of us who want access. We need to accept this fact and start behaving accordingly if we want to have access to quality outdoor spaces or access at all.
Thanks again for your efforts,

Salt Lake City, UT 3/17/2015



Realtor
Snowbird Pass Holder
Township Planning Commissioner
Back Country Skier
23 year County Resident and Taxpayer 
I have read the Mountain Accord Blueprint as well as other assorted other online information I could find, attended the Cottonwood High School presentation and asked qustions of those in attendance and last week I went down to the Salt Library and attended that 
presentation. I believe I have more questions than answers but these are some of my thoughts. It seems like the most pressing issue at hand is an over crowding problem in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Lots of parking on the side of the highway making for a safety problem and 
in climate weather leading to lost revenue to Snowbird and Alta. This problem along with a desire of all the ski resorts to expand, keep from losing any possible business and the desire of the resorts to grow their brand has lead to the Mountain Accord process. A high efficiency 
bus system, possible toll road and resort and canyon parking structures should be a first step. Having to pay for parking at the resorts and preventing or creatively discouraging single occupant vehicle trips should help solve the problem. What the plan really doesn't talk about 
is Little Cottonwood Canyon is quickly approaching its carrying capacity and efficiently getting many more recreationalist and tourists in LCC is not well advised. Environmentally and recreationally Little Cottonwood Canyon is Salt Lake County's primary asset and it can not and 
should not try to be more than that. It doesn't need to compete with Kennecott Copper economically or the ski markets of Colorado and California. The idea of importing skiers and riders in from tunnels, trams or trains from other access points seems like the hardest part of 
the plan for me to understand. Little Cottonwood CAnyon has the best ski terrain, the best snow, the most scenic backdrop, it is Salt Lake County Water Shed and it has an overcrowding problem. The solution recommended is make LCC more accessible from new access point 
so the ski resorts can become more profitable and the Salt Lake County tax payers should pay or help pay for this. Or worse we can offload loads of the cost to Summit County in exchange for access and that Summit County can provide acres of parking so more out of state 
visitors can more safely travel up I-80 to Park Cityand then travel to Little and Big Cottonwood via tunnels and trams. Why would Snowbird and Alta want to and be willing to degrade their brand with overcrowding from Summit County? The idea floated in the blueprint is that 
by having multiple access points dispersion would lessen the effect of overcrowding. Not when Little and Big Cottonwood get substantially mor esnow and Little Cottonwood has far superior ski terrain and scenic beauty. Another issue I have a hard time getting my arms around 
is that is suggested that blueprint calls for some give and take. Snowbird puts into the public domain its private land holdings from Mt. Superior to the end of the Emma Ridge as well as some land west of the resort in exchange for being able to expand over towards American 
Fork Canyon, get more water and be able to more fully develop their base area. Alta also gives up property to get property and water rights and development ability. What does Brighton and Solitude give up? They are asking for expansion to their resorts and tax payer paid 
improvements to bring more business to them in exchange for what? And the unspoken deal with Summit County is that they provide money and parking in exchange for access. I am in favor of County tax payer paid parking and bus service enhancements as well as snow 
sheds for public safety but link Big and Little an dBig to Park City I am completely against. With a few small changes i endorse the "blawg" put out by Tom Diegel of the Wasatch Backcountry Alliance dated on March 7th where he is referred to as T-Dawg. Oh, Grizzly Gulch 
should be included in the land exchange with Alta. 

Salt Lake City, UT 3/17/2015

Response to Mt Accord
I/we feel strongest about the need to protect our resource, the Wasatch Mountains, a resource that can be shrunk and diminished  by our actions but cannot grow.  We must do anything and everything within our power to protect this valuable resource that contributes so 
much to our quality of life along the Wasatch Front.  
Given that Big and Little Cottonwood Cyns are water sources for the Wasatch Front, it is imperative that all decisions are made looking through the lens of water quality.  With population growth and probable climate change, the demand for clean water is only going to grow.  
All construction projects create runoff and can pollute the water.  
     I support the proposed land swaps that would preserve more than 2,000 acres. But those acres must be protected from future development-lift placement, ski runs etc that would pose a threat to water quality and the habitat of birds and animals.  
The Mountain Accord proposed Central Wasatch Blueprint states under the heading of Environment:  Land and water protections safeguard the natural resources that sustain life.  Key Actions to support this system are:  *Preserve land, protect watersheds and water 
resources; *Monitor environmental health; and * Protect and restore the environment
I think that every decision that is made regarding the Mountain Accord Blueprint needs to be made with those key environmental actions in mind.  We need to preserve this extraordinary resource for water quality, and for the wellbeing of the birds and animals that inhabit 
these wild places.  
Comments about Transportation:
Winter use:  If we had an efficient, inexpensive, convenient public transit system in the canyons, fewer people would drive their private cars. (Aspen and Jackson have free bus service to their ski areas).  Yosemite and Zion National Parks have free bus services that serve all 
visitors.  How do they make it work?  A train isn’t the solution.  The train proposal is only for Little Cottonwood Canyon; what about Big Cottonwood Canyon?  Run buses every 15-20 minutes up both Little and Big Cottonwood Cyns.  Some could be express buses, others could 
stop at backcountry trainheads.  Charge a toll to drive private cars in the canyons to incentivize and help fund public transportation.  Perhaps charge for parking in the canyon.  This could be done by the technology that scans license plates.   Parking in the valley:  There are 
large parking lots near the mouths of the canyons that are nearly empty on weekends and holidays.  Could some sort of agreement be made with those businesses for those lots to be used by winter enthusiasts?  The present design of the ski bus routes doesn’t meet the need 
of most/many users.  I don’t think many bus riders use Trax to access the buses.  There needs to be more service between Big and Little Cottonwood Cyns.  The advantage of a bus fleet is that schedules and routes can be changed whereas a train offers less flexibility.  A present 
day round trip fare of $9.00 per person is prohibitive.  
I don’t understand the rational for tunnels between Park City and Brighton and Brighton and Alta.  I’m not aware of a huge pressure to connect those areas directly.  Do we really want to funnel more users from Park City into the Cottonwood Canyons?  
I recently learned that a land owner has a large piece of land for sale near the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon.  He has tried to engage the county in a dialogue to purchase the land.  Such land might make a good transportation hub.  
It will take considerable will and cooperation for the city, county, state and private interests to put this plan in place.  I hope there is that commitment to the well being and future of our Wasatch Mountains.  

Salt Lake City, UT 3/18/2015

The purpose of this email is to give you my general comments re the proposed plan.
 1 I am not in favor of any  public-private land swaps unless the parcels received by the public entities are placed in wilderness designation so that they are totally protected from development.  
 2. I think the idea of a tunnel is a bad idea and under no circumstances should any tunnels be paid, in whole or in part, with public funds.
 3.  The idea of improved public transport (whether bus or rail) is worth exploring further so long as any resulting transportation is frequent and free or has only a nominal charge  to stimulate use and there are mandatory limits on auto traffic up Big and Little Cottonwood 
Canyons and the private development does not increase auto travel or auto parking in the canyons.

Salt Lake City, UT 3/18/2015



I too live in the Salt Lake valley. I am a long-time Alta & Snowbird season pass holder and an avid backcountry user. I support Vic Heilweil's comments on the proposed Wilderness Accord Plan. 
Vic Heilwell: I live in Salt Lake valley and am both a Alta season pass holder and an avid back-country skier. The following are some comments on the proposed Wilderness Accord Plan:
1. Alta Ski Lift Company Land Swap
A. The Grizzly area (Twin Lakes Pass around to Emma) where Alta runs their cat skiing operation is land owned by the ski lift company. They have made no secret of their desire to eventually develop lifts in the area. While this would be a loss to the thousands of hikers, runners 
and backcountry ski and snowshoers who use the area it would also have the effect of turning Silver Fork into difficult to access backcountry at best and Alta Ski Lift sidecountry at worst. 
B. The interested parties wishing for expanded development in the Alta base area are not in line with what the skiing public values in Alta. They presume that we as users wish there were more shopping, dining and man-made recreation opportunities. We like Alta the way it is: 
relatively undeveloped with public lands and public access for all.
C. The swap may include all the public parking in Alta. If such a deal goes through, all users of the surrounding National Forest Land would be required to park on land and in lots owned by a private owner. It is  possible that this parking eventually could either be restricted (in 
winter to those purchasing Alta lift tickets for example) and/or require a parking payment, summer and winter, to park and access the surrounding public lands. I strongly oppose any change that would limit public access to public lands.
D. A land swap opens the possibility that a private owner could charge a “backcountry fee” for visitors who wish to use the town of Alta as a starting point for their ski tour, hike or climb.
Currently all of Alta’s buildings are on Forest Service land. It would make sense to trade the land under their buildings for the undevelopable parcels up on the mountainside. Perhaps a land buffer around these properties could be included in the swap. But the road through 
town, the parking, and the currently undeveloped areas should remain public in order to insure access to the surrounding public lands for future generations.
2. Transportation:
I believe that the best and most economical near-term solution to the transportation issues up Big and Little Cottonwood is an expanded public UTA bus system. If there were regular buses running up both canyons 7 days per week every 30  minutes, this more-convenient 
schedule would result in increased ridership. Furthermore, a toll booth should be set up at the mouth of each canyon and charge $10 for each single-passenger car and $5 for each multi-occupancy vehicle. The tolls collected should be used to subsidize the cost of these 
additional buses (ideally generating enough $ so that there would be no bus far charged).
Thank you for your consideration.

Salt Lake City, UT 3/18/2015

To whom it may concern,
I've been playing fairly close attention the Mountain Accord process, and I'm happy about such a public process.  I hope it's real.  The skeptic in me, and I'm not alone, is worried that this a token measure to claim that the public was invited to a process designed for industry.
Fundamentally, I want the wild nature of upper Little and Big Cottonwoods to stay the same, both for summer and winter use.  If you spend time up on the ridges or in Grizzly Gulch you when you're in a ski resort or you're not.  It's striking.  The resorts are full of roads, cable 
lifts, all kinds of junk.  Expanding that terrain would be severely detrimental and honestly, wouldn't help the ski resorts that much.  The same is true for trains and tunnels.  It would drastically change the entirety of Little Cottonwood, and there are much easier and cheaper 
solutions.
I have some big questions about the Mountain Accord process.  

* Why are we talking about trains, tunnels, even the rapid bus services when there has been no attempt to have a serious "normal" bus service.  This could be fixed tomorrow with parking lots and more bus traffic.
* I personally have heard very few voices from the public that are in favor of trains and tunnels.  This support seems only to be from the ski resorts who couldn't even pay for it without free money from the government.  Why are we talking about subsidizing their industry?

* Trains and tunnels will almost certainly use federal money.  Is this appropriate and what are the odds of funding two multiple billion dollar project for a tiny industry.  Why make part of our Cottonwoods plan something that may never see funding.  Honestly, this makes me 
think it's addition is a play for funding.
* If the ski industry is working with the Mountain Accord, why did Alta propose a lift up Grizzly Gulch AFTER that lift was removed from the most recent Mountain Accord blueprint.  That seems really shady.
I agree things must change in the canyon and I'm all in favor of good public transit and restrictions on cars.  But the financial, environmental, and recreational cost for the tunnel and train options are extreme.  They make no rational sense unless you are one of a few vested 
interests.
The infrastructure projects that we see in the Cottonwood canyons look like they come from marketing departments, not from engineering groups.  They cannot serve real transportation needs and wouldn't even be good for skiers.  Few people actually use the current 
Snowbird-Alta connect or the Solitude-Brighton connect.  What they do serve is the latest "BIGGEST", "LARGEST", "EUROPEAN-IST" ads in ski magazines.  
We cannot sell out the greatest asset that Salt Lake City has for marketing gimmicks.

Salt Lake City, UT 3/19/2015

Dear Committee Members,
I feel strongly that we should not build a train tunnel through the mountains from Little Cottonwood to Park City. There’s simply no need. We can save a lot of money and do much less ecological damage by creating a bus shuttle system services both Little and Big Cottonwood 
Canyons.
Also, it’s important that the ski areas do not over-develop. We all can get behind the trading of lands between private and public entities, but if the ski areas footprints are allowed to grow much more than they already have, we’ll be diminishing the quality of the Wasatch as a 
whole for short term interests. 
Thanks

Salt Lake City, UT 3/21/2015

While I am generally supportive of the Mountain Accord blueprint, especially such things as a Millcreek Shuttle (dogs included?), improved trail systems, & transportation involving fewer automobiles, I have a couple of concerns:
#1  The Executive Committee is heavily weighted towards those with suspect environmental concerns (Ski Utah, UTA, SL Chamber of Commerce, Utah State Legislature (oh please!), & local city governments, etc.).  In my opinion many of those involved would give development 
the edge in most decisions.  When our canyons & backcountry are over-developed the land we love will be lost forever.
#2  I strongly suspect the ski resorts would like to socialize the cost of expensive transportation systems (Little Cottonwood in particular) & privatize the profits.  As a former 25 year employee of Snowbird, I'm quite certain they're salivating at the thought of an ultra expensive 
transportation system to their doorstep that will be paid for by the public, many of whom will not use the system.  Snowbird treated me extremely well during my 25 years, so this is not meant to demean them.  I'm also quite confident that Alta & the other resorts feel the 
same pure greed.

Salt Lake City, UT 3/23/2015

I am concerned that we our seriously delinquent in our efforts to preserve the natural beauty of these canyons that have been enjoyed by Salt Lake County residents dating back to the very first pioneers. I hope we have adequate political leadership to implement the 
recommendations without delay. If it hasn't already been discussed, may I suggest putting a toll on the roads in both these canyons, putting reasonable additional tax on rooms in the canyon and on ski lift tickets to help finance the construction of a rail system to serve the ski 
resorts? The toll rate should be at least double the cost of using existing public transportation to access the ski resorts. Obviously, there will be groups who will complain about any change you make but leaders need to be bold enough to take the heat for making the right 
decisions at the right time and not waiting for a mythical solution that makes everyone happy which, frankly, does not exist.

Salt Lake City, UT 3/26/2015

These are additional comments to be added to previous comments that I made.
First and foremost
NO SKI AREA EXPANSION including hotels, buildings and into Tibble Fork
We need to have a plan for development at the mouth of each of the canyons.
We need restrictions as to how tall and dense development will be.
I do NOT want my tax dollars to pay for an expensive transportation system for Little Cottonwood Canyon that will get large number of people up the canyon for only a few months of ski season.    This will ONLY help the two ski resorts.  If they want a fancy train transportation 
system they should pay for it.    A train would be less flexible than a bus system.  You can add more buses during busy times and less buses during slow times.  If we had a train it would need to go up the road and then car transportation would likely not be available to those 
who live in the canyon.  Both a road and train would impact the environment.  A special "bus" lane for speedier transportation up and down the canyon that makes taking the bus the best option.
I would like to move towards having our beautiful mountains made into a National Monument so that my grand-kids will have beautiful mountains to enjoy and not developed mountains.

Salt Lake City, UT 3/29/2015



Good day and Happy Easter to all!  I am writing today to address the effects I fear a train solution to Little Cottonwood Canyon transportation would wreak on the area.First, some background.  I am nearing retirement age and have been, full time or part time, a patron of Alta 
since I was five years old.  Although I live in Salt Lake City these days, I nevertheless think of Alta as my ancestral home.  Full disclosure - I am also a board member on the Alta Historical Society. Alta embodies a quality increasingly rare in our modern world.  It is a community, a 
community defined as a social unit that shares common values.  Perhaps as much as that, it is a place of uncommon beauty and serenity.  When I see monuments such as Mt. Superior, Devil's Castle, Hellgate, Mt. Baldy, the word that springs to mind is "majesty."  It would 
inevitably compromise the quaint, rather stately place Alta occupies atop Little Cottonwood Canyon to make it accessible by rail, especially if an additional component of that plan were to tunnel across to Big Cottonwood Canyon.  The injury to Alta's community and grandeur 
would be permanent and irrevocable.  Not to mention spectacularly expensive. If the objective is to improve public access and relieve congestion, I suggest a bus option can easily, and much more economically, accomplish both.  Specifically, I would favor an express bus lane 
and express bus line (in addition to a "local" option).  To be most successful, the bus option ought to accompany a private automobile prohibition during defined peak activity periods.  That sort of approach has demonstrably worked well in other locales historically plagued by 
private vehicle congestion. A bus-centric solution would preserve the Alta I know and love, and that locals and visitors alike know and love.  A rail/tunnel solution could not fail to involve astronomical expense and catastrophic environmental destruction, besides destroying a 
key element of what makes Alta unique - its singular accessibility via U-210.  Alta is not, and ought not to be, one stop on a route of several stops.  It is and should remain a place of deliberate selection. Let's use and enhance the infrastructure already in place rather than 
introducing an entirely new, foreign and offensively intrusive mode of transport.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/5/2015

Good afternoon!
I am very very concerned that our non-designated wilderness is gravely at risk of being irretrievably changed and damaged by development and high-impact activities.  While I recognize the value of our mountain resorts, I worry that their constant expansions are eating up 
natural resources that we can never regain.  The land doesn't just belong to us and our future generations.  It is also the natural habitat and home for many species of wildlife.  As development grows together, it physically cuts off wildlife migration and traffic patterns and eats 
up their homeland.
I also worry about damage caused by high-impact activities.  I go into the mountains to get away from noise and stinky air pollution, and when I am faced with ATVs and snow mobiles I have to wonder if there is any place in this state that I can get away from that annoyance 
and find peace.  About fifteen years ago, I went back country skiing in Porter Fork of Millcreek Canyon one day.  I had skinned up to the base of the west face of Gobbler's Knob with my dog, when I watched a Wasatch Powderbirds helicopter drop off a group of people atop 
Gobblers.  That was noisy and annoying, but it was nothing compared to what came next.  Mother nature had dumped a couple feet of snow the night before, and the trees were loaded.  The helicopter pilot flew down into the wilderness zone (a big fat no-no) and buzzed a 
tree, not realizing that my dog and I were below it.  The helicopter dropped enough snow on us to leave me waist deep and my dog completely buried.  No one should ever have to have that experience after hiking in the back country for hours to get away from noise and 
people.
I can not express enough my fear that the powers that be in Utah are too friendly to developers and can only see value in dollars.  My health, both physical and mental, are built and maintained in our mountains.  I may not buy a lot of lift tickets (though I do buy half a dozen 
most years), but I spend plenty in our local stores on equipment and clothing for skiing, climbing, hiking and biking. Please consider the beauty of natural resources when putting together OUR plan for the future.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/8/2015

Without dollar cost ranges it is next to impossible to evaluate vague benefits like enhancing and diversifying the Park City economy. The staggering expense and unavoidable environmental impact of connecting the Cottonwoods and Park City by tunnel are not even 
acknowledged let alone estimated. The ski areas once again appear to be the primary beneficiaries of this "three-canyons in a day" scheme. In view of rising temperatures and declining snowpack it would seem to be entirely appropriate for the ski areas to absorb or guarantee 
the costs of any tunnel system.  The seasonal adjustability of express bus solutions seems to go unnoticed. Thank you.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/8/2015

Hi and congratulations for working out this plan. I commend everyone who has worked so hard to make this proposal a reality.
As a climber and backcountry skier, I am in strong support of preserving and protecting acreage in the Wasatch.
One of the most beautiful places in these mountains I grew up with is the Big Willow Conservation Area up Big Cottonwood Canyon, across from Solitude ski resort. Oddly, I only discovered it a year ago, as I usually have gone there in winter and so never saw the stone marker 
sign at the bottom of the trail. Knowing that this sweet piece of wilderness is protected forever gives it a special, pristine feeling — unlike many easily accessible areas of the Wasatch.
It is vital to our wholeness as human beings that we have access to wild nature. We are very lucky to live so close to wildness, and as our population grows, preserving and protecting as much of these mountains as possible is very, very important to me.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/13/2015

I have previously sent in some comments on the Mountain Accord proposal, but with further thought I have some more ideas.
I would like to see changes to the canyon access happen in small steps.  I realize there is a great deal of traffic congestion in the winter, especially on weekends.  
What I would like to see is similar to what has been in practice in Zion Park.  Clean busses transporting people during the ski season. We should consider large parking structures at the base of each of the Cottonwood canyons, and greatly enhanced bus service in the canyons 
as well as in the valley to get to the canyons.  Our valley could use better bus service in the valley as it is.  Widening the canyon roads, even by one lane, would be expensive, and cause unknown environmental impact .  Erosion, avalanche danger.  
I have lived in Salt Lake Valley since 1976, and have always appreciated the open space and relative calm of the canyons here.  They are a gift to the state to all tourists.  The only benefactors of wider roads, or a train, are the ski areas.  These canyons offer year round benefit to 
our state, not just during the ski season.  

Salt Lake City, UT 4/13/2015

I notice that the proposed blueprint makes no mention of climate change. The average temperature in our area has trended significantly warmer over the last 50 years and the main prediction is that this trend will continue for the foreseeable future.  This has several 
implications: 1) The "virtual reservoir" of snow in the mountains that we have used for over a century will shrink as more precipitation falls as rain.  Our first priority must be to find a way to replace this reservoir with some kind of engineered reservoir.  This may be tricky 
because the Wasatch Fault makes the likely locations difficult, for example the Lower Bells Canyon Reservoir straddles the fault and had to be drained as a result.The estimated consequence of a major earthquake include the rupture of Mountain Dell Dam with major loss of 
life.  Most of the possible locations below the mouths of the canyons have been subdivided so land acquisition will be difficult.  We need to start working this problem now so we will be ready for less snow and more rain. 2) The Summit County ski resorts had major problems 
with the warm dry winter just past, and will probably cease operation in the next 20 years.  That won't make much difference economically to Summit County since it has become a bedroom suburb of Salt Lake, but it doesn't make sense to invest public funds in anything that 
relies on continued skiing there. 3) The ski resorts in the Cottonwoods will stop being viable somewhere around mid-century.  During the winter of 2013-14 there were several days of rain up to the 9000 foot level.  Over the next few years there will be an increasing number of 
such days, and the snow line will go higher.  Coveted powder days will be replaced by rain days when nobody wants to ski.  As the probability of this goes up the viability of the business goes down.  We have seen this in the Sierras this winter.  The temperature in the future will 
go up and down but the trend is predicted to continue up.  For this reason it makes no sense to invest public money in any permanent mass transit infrastructure in the Cottonwoods.I think we need to back up and rework the Mountain Accord process around the climate we 
expect to have during this century.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/14/2015

The last thing our mountains need are more ski lifts, roller coasters, mountain top restaurants and condos. The Wasatch Mountains are for everyone to enjoy all year round. We do not need Vail Corp and Talisker to gate it off and profit from it. Not to mention the 600,000 
people who rely on those mountains for clean drinking water. Drive the developers out and listen to the people.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/14/2015

To: Mountain Accord
Mountain Accord Blueprint is Bad for the Rest of UsSkiers bring in the money. They come to Salt Lake on airplanes, rent cars, buy food inrestaurants, rent skis, buy lift tickets, stay in hotels, etcetera. So it’s easy to see why the mountain accord would benefit the ski industry. But 
Salt Lake isn’t just skiers. We are also climbers, hikers, cyclists, runners, photographers, and many other types of outdoor recreationists. The Mountain Accord plans to put a loud obnoxious train up Little Cottonwood Canyon. But these canyons already have two-lane highways. 
And the train wouldn’t help anyone but resort skiers. Maybe if the train stopped at all the trailheads, that might work. If I could hop on public transit with my backpack and go for a hike from one of the train stops. Or if we replaced the road with the train. If the road was 
closed and people were forced to use the train it would reduce environmental impact and eliminate traffic problems. Maybe if it was to make a stop at the many picnic areas, climbing crags, backcountry ski areas, and other popular parking lots for
dispersed recreation, that could work. But since it isn’t, I don’t see how it will cut down on traffic in the canyons. If I want to go for a hike to Lake Blanche, from the trailhead at the S-curves in Big Cottonwood, and I want to ride the sexy new train, I would have to ride the train 
up Little Cottonwood, through the mountain to Brighton, and take a shuttle bus down from Brighton to the trailhead. That would take hours. Who is going to do that? No one who has a car will go through the trouble, we’re still going to drive. So when the Mountain Accord 
claims that development will be good for recreation, it seems to me they are only talking about one type of recreation, the type of recreation that brings in dollars. Sure, having a train system that runs through a mountain would be a tourist attraction and bring more people to 
ski but what does it do for the rest of us? It will cost nine billion dollars, but it will benefit big business, not you and me. Another thing to remember is that the snow is not what it used to be. As the planet heats up, so does the Wasatch snow pack. According to Secrets of the 
Greatest Snow on Earth, a book about the snow in the Wasatch by meteorologist Jim Steenburgh, climate change will affect the snow more and more in the coming decades. As much as 40 percent of the snow that currently falls at 7000 feet will become rain. Is nine billion 
dollars in development worth it after reviewing these facts? What would be better is more parking spaces in the valley park and rides, and closing the canyons to private vehicles during peak traffic days, similar to that employed at Zion National Park. This would mitigate traffic 
problems and cut down on emissions. It would also cut down on traffic accidents in the canyons which are often fatal due to the steep drop-off. This would be a cheaper, easier option, and would still fix the main issues. Let’s not be tricked by a marketing ploy. Trains up 
mountains are awesome, they are sexy, cool and everything else. But if nine billion dollars in taxes is what it takes to build this train, we should look at other options.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/14/2015

I am strongly in support of wilderness areas, limiting the future expansion of ski resorts and protecting the watershed in the Wasatch Mountains.  Water (including loss of snowpack) and other climate change related impacts are critical issues in the region and will be even 
more critical in the future.  Wildlife habitat must be expanded, not reduced.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/15/2015

I am against the further development of the mountains around the Salt Lake valley because I feel we need to protect what is left of the area for the sake of the watershed as well as for the environment. Salt Lake City, UT 4/17/2015



Dear Mountain Accord folks,
As respects  the central Wasatch, please register my strong support for the following:
1.Keep in mind that the central Wasatch is very, very small. Any comparisonby development interests that the Wasatch is similar to the European Alps is 100% bogus.
2.Keep the ski resorts within their current boundaries
3. No land trades between the resorts and the Forest Service. If these land trades take place, the end result will be a larger resort base footprint, density and more condos, all of wish are inappropriate for the very smallCottonwood Canyons.
4. Emphasize non-motorized, non-resort recreation -- hiking, walking, snowshoeing, backcountry skiing, picnicking. 
5. Do not expand mountain biking terrain anywhere outside of the resorts. I am avid mountain biker, but am smart enough to recognize that hikers and bikers are incompatible.
6. Do not allow any interconnect schemes -- they serve only resort marketing and will have zero impact on actually transporting canyon users, due to the cost of lift tickets and low capacity of lifts and trams to move people around.
7. Transportation solutions -- a very difficult situation. Trains and tunnels are unlikely to get funded. Odds are, greater use of buses is the only practical solution.
8. And finally, things that get built or expanded -- buildings, lifts, parking lots -- are permanent with the land never to be re-claimed for wilderness, watershed, quiet, solitude.
Thanks,

Salt Lake City, UT 4/19/2015

I really like the proactive BLUEBRINT that shows the areas that would potentially benefit from TRAIN, additional roads, additional access trails to efficiently spread out the crowds on the Central Wasatch area.
The idea that I have heard that I like the most is making GUARDSMAN a year round accessible road.  This could quickly and easily open up some traffic flow that happens in big cottonwood canyon. 
I would like to see a charge for Little Cottonwood canyon.  This heavily traveled road is quite unique.  I think to protect the area and force more people to carpool it would be helpful to have a toll gate a the bottom of the canyon.  Season passes would be great for people.  I 
really am concerned how many season pass holders will cruise up the mountain for a morning and meet friends at the resort.  They should spend the extra few minutes to hop into the same car.
For Park City this is a difficult one to find a solution but I would recommend a wider road heading out to 40 from the Prospector side of town.  The 2 lane road just does not cut it.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/20/2015

I really like the proactive BLUEBRINT that shows the areas that would potentially benefit from TRAIN, additional roads, additional access trails to efficiently spread out the crowds on the Central Wasatch area.
The idea that I have heard that I like the most is making GUARDSMAN a year round accessible road.  This could quickly and easily open up some traffic flow that happens in big cottonwood canyon. 
I would like to see a charge for Little Cottonwood canyon.  This heavily traveled road is quite unique.  I think to protect the area and force more people to carpool it would be helpful to have a toll gate a the bottom of the canyon.  Season passes would be great for people.  I 
really am concerned how many season pass holders will cruise up the mountain for a morning and meet friends at the resort.  They should spend the extra few minutes to hop into the same car.
For Park City this is a difficult one to find a solution but I would recommend a wider road heading out to 40 from the Prospector side of town.  The 2 lane road just does not cut it.
Thanks,

Salt Lake City, UT 4/20/2015

Good day,
The Wasatch Mountains are unique and one of my main reasons for living in Utah. While I love skiing, the resorts do not need further development. Sure, do land trades that will allow them to consolidate, but do not allow unnecessary and environmentally impactful 
expansions solely for the sake of development and financial gain for private resort owners. Our wild spaces so near a growing urban corridor must be preserved intact. I want my grandchildren to be able to enjoy the wilderness that so nourishes my life. 
Absolutely no to a tunnel! Use busses for transit. Look at Zion N.P. 

Salt Lake City, UT 4/22/2015

I would like to comment on the proposed blueprint for the mountain accord.
I am against any tunnel, or interconnect between Big and Little 
Cottonwood Canyon and/or Park City for these reasons:
1.  Taxpayer cost for resorts' benefit.
2.  Increase traffic in the canyons.
3.  Increased development in the canyon.  (This cannot be reversed.)
I support no further development of the canyon.  I'm more concerned with 
conservation and water resources than economic development.
If transportation issues are a concern, I believe that busing is a 
proper remedy.

 

Salt Lake City, UT 4/22/2015

 have reviewed the Mt. Accord web site and the possible “blueprint” for the future of the Central Wasatch Mts; I wanted to voice my thoughts about it.
     Though I understand the need to keep the current ski areas as viable economic entities and the access to them and the rest of the canyons’ resources safe and reliable, I believe the following should be the primary objectives:
•       Maintaining as much of the canyons in an undeveloped state as possible using private/public land swaps, concentration-of-development strategies and whatever new land designation possible to keep it undeveloped. If done thoughtfully, this would serve everyone’s 
agenda, including the ski areas’.
•       Whatever policies are needed to assure clean water and air.
•       The design of the access to each canyon to be the minimum needed to provide a flexible system for many uses and demographics. Given the projected increase of use of all the canyons and the need to reduce in-canyon car traffic and parking, this might include more and 
better buses, road improvements and separate bike lanes. The enormous impact of a rail line up Little Cottonwood Canyon would eliminate it as a possibility.
•       Canyon access fees  as in Mill Creek Canyon  as an on going source of funding for trail and campground maintenance and signage  sanitation facilities  etc

Salt Lake City, UT 4/22/2015

To Mountain Accord Comments,
My primary use of the central Wasatch is human powered recreation:  back country skiing, cross country skiing, hiking, bicycling, etc.  I  have family members including young children that are NOT up to some  of these activities... resort based activity is important to them.I was 
thrilled to see the statement that a "One Wasatch" type connection system is not considered transportation.  One Wasatch would be a short sighted blight on the canyons in my opinion. I'm not 100% convinced that interconnection between the Cottonwoods and Park City is 
necessary, but if it is done, rail transport with tunnels is the key piece of the system.  If we look 100+ years into the future... rail with tunnels is a good investment.  It will provide the best dis-incentive to auto travel because of the high capacity that can be delivered at peak 
times and immunity to road conditions.  (Have you ever tried to catch a bus at the end of the day at Snowbird?)
Some say that no canyon interconnections will be best to preserve the backcountry experience, which is likely true.  However, that doesn't serve the many who are only looking for a resort experience.  As a compromise, I would eliminate the aerial transport option between 
Park City and Brighton as a way to restrict further highly visible intrusion (and contain costs).  The low visibility of rail as compared to aerial transport is a huge plus.  If you want to see a man-made contraption, stay in the city.
In Summary:  I think the proposals of the mountain accord are a vast improvement over One Wasatch.  I would recommend to eliminate the aerial from Park City to Brighton, and include a rail system in Big Cottonwood.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/23/2015

I think that the mountain accord does have some merits, in the conservation, and protection side, I also understand some land must be lost to gain land to protect.  As a person who prefers dispersed recreation I would like to see that protected.  
  The biggest issue I have is the proposed transit systems.  I feel that tunnels and tram connecting the resorts is unneeded, especially at me johnny tax payers expense.  Both the more roads, or lite rail are foolish in my view, and wound not bring enough revenue to offset the 
costs, and would only benefit the resorts.
-A Salt Lake City Utahn.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/23/2015

To Mountain Accord Comments,
My primary use of the central Wasatch is human powered recreation:   
back country skiing, cross country skiing, hiking, bicycling, etc.  I have family members including young children that are NOT up to some of these activities... resort based activity is important to them.
I was thrilled to see the statement that a "One Wasatch" type connection system is not considered transportation.  One Wasatch would be a short sighted blight on the canyons in my opinion.
I'm not 100% convinced that interconnection between the Cottonwoods and Park City is necessary, but if it is done, rail transport with tunnels is the key piece of the system.  If we look 100+ years into the future... rail with tunnels is a good investment.  It will provide the best 
dis-incentive to auto travel because of the high capacity that can be delivered at peak times and immunity to road conditions.  
(Have you ever tried to catch a bus at the end of the day at Snowbird?)
Some say that no canyon interconnections will be best to preserve the backcountry experience, which is likely true.  However, that doesn't serve the many who are only looking for a resort experience.  As a compromise, I would eliminate the aerial transport option between 
Park City and Brighton as a way to restrict further highly visible intrusion (and contain costs).  The low visibility of rail as compared to aerial transport is a huge plus.  If you want to see a man-made contraption, stay in the city.
In Summary:  I think the proposals of the mountain accord are a vast improvement over One Wasatch.  I would recommend to eliminate the aerial from Park City to Brighton, and include a rail system in Big Cottonwood.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/23/2015



Dear Mountain Accord Executive Board:
Mountain Accord is a great idea but it must be done with definite priorities some of which have already been determined by the group concerned with its final outcome.  The most important priorities are the protection of the watershed, riparian areas, aquifers, wildlife and 
habitats, protection of flora, prevention of deforestation, and the scenic beauty of the mountains.  All this must be accomplished while offering controlled recreational opportunities and limited development.  In addition, laws and ordinances already on the books from various 
federal, state, and local entities must be followed.
Some of the most important decisions involve transportation.  The suggestions of a rail line and aerial trams are not appropriate to achieve the goals stated above.  A railway would include prolonged construction possibly over many years; destroy riparian areas in a narrow 
canyon; fragment the ecological infrastructure of the area; destroy wilderness area boundaries; interfere with animals trying to get water from the streams and be unsightly in a canyon atmosphere.  A railroad would also occupy a great deal of land that would crowd the 
canyon.  So would a widening of the road.  The cheapest and most effective solution would be a shuttle system with parking lots situated in different parts of the city and county.
A shuttle system that has buses that arrive often would be convenient and efficient and least costly.  A shuttle could also stop at hiking areas as well as ski or summer recreational properties and businesses.  Property owners in the canyons would be given a pass that would 
allow them to access their property.  These people plus service vehicles would be the only cars allowed.
Aerial trams take up a lot of land that would be disturbed and the towers are unsightly. . They also fragment the ecosystem.
Developmental sprawl should be avoided through land exchanges.  This leads to development in special areas and the ability to create greater areas of wildness.
I would like to see some rules made about night lighting.  Too much light pollution in our canyons spoils the experience of being in the mountains.  Stars cannot be seen and the circadian rhythms of the animals are detrimentally affected.
Tunnels are a bad idea.  The costs would be huge and the effort might end up changing the course of streams and our watershed.  Our mountains are a web of mining tunnels filled with water containing toxic chemicals from the mining days.  Some of these chemicals might 
end up in the watershed.  Tunnels would also take a long time to build and would destroy habitat for plants and animals as well as the aquifer.
Climate change is going to affect our mountains considerably and is already starting to do so.  Snow patterns are changing in areas below 8,000 ft. with  more rain falling below that line.  These kind of changes must be considered in the planning.  Why disturb the land in lower 
elevations with more ski development when it will be unnecessary because there will be no snow in a few years.
I applaud the effort that is being made by the Mountain Accord committee.  Hopefully, some regulations and laws will be developed that have the force of law behind them. This
is the only way that we can preserve our beautiful mountains.
 


Salt Lake City, UT 4/24/2015

I am following the discussion about the proposed Mountain Accord with trepidation.  I fear that commercial interests will carry greater weight than the interests of those of us who use the canyons.  The canyons are fragile and need protection from overuse.  With the 
population growth predicted for the Salt Lake valley, there will be extreme pressures.  My hope is that the discussions will develop ideas for making transportation in the canyons (Big & Little) more efficient with fewer cars and pollution.  I am especially concerned about 
excessive development in our watershed.  
I am hoping Big & Little Cottonwood will not experience the fate of other huge ski areas where the experience of open space and peaceful beauty are destroyed.  Those can never be recaptured.  We are so fortunate to have such beauty so close to us, and I would be very sad to 
see it vanish.
Thank you for providing a comment period   

Salt Lake City, UT 4/25/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a unique gift to the people of Utah.
When decisions are made, for the future of this area, I would urge policy makers to look upon the area with great respect , seeking to preserve the beauty and wildlife habitat it offers.
It will be important to keep development outside the canyons.
"Improvements" and personal gain should take second place to preservation of the wildlife habitat
and the ecosystem.
Where available, federal protection and support  should be encouraged.
Encourage mass transit, without tearing up the hillsides or taking out ("improving") rocks and trees.
Certainly, a tunnel is out of place!
Place a high priority on education which teaches the reasons for respect of this wonderful gift of wilderness.
For example, teach about the animals and plants therein and how people can enjoy the serenity and wonder
 without creating harm.
 Visitors to the state of Utah will be understanding and delighted when they learn
 that its citizens have taken to saving their beautiful mountains.
Thank you for taking on this very important project.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/25/2015

     Mt Accord Program Manager
      I have reviewed the Mt. Accord web site and the possible “blueprint” for the future of the Central Wasatch Mts; I wanted to voice my thoughts about it.
     Though I understand the need to keep the current ski areas as viable economic entities and the access to them and the rest of the canyons’ resources safe and reliable, I believe the following should be the primary objectives:    
•        Maintaining as much of the canyons in an undeveloped state as possible using private/public land swaps, concentration-of-development strategies and whatever new land designation possible to keep it undeveloped. If done thoughtfully, this would serve everyone’s 
agenda, including the ski areas’.
•        Whatever policies are needed to assure clean water and air.
•        The design of the access to each canyon to be the minimum needed to provide a flexible system for many uses and demographics. Given the projected increase of use of all the canyons and the need to reduce in-canyon car traffic and parking, this might include more and 
better buses, road improvements and separate bike lanes. The enormous impact of a rail line up Little Cottonwood Canyon would eliminate it as a possibility.
•        Canyon access fees, as in Mill Creek Canyon, as an on-going source of funding for trail and campground maintenance and signage, sanitation facilities, etc.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/26/2015

My comments are specific to Mountain Accord Blue Print Transportation Corridor Purposes and Alternatives.
I commend the Mountain Accord for considering the challenges of population pressure on the Wasatch Front. However, key factors about future skiing in Utah that impact its considerations are being ignored.
Blue Print assumption. Small expansion at the Cottonwood ski resorts will increase skier days of both out of state and local skiers/boarders especially with expanded access from Park City. Parking, air pollution and convenience at issue. Tunnels, light rail, bus rapid transit, 
gondolas, auto disincentives are proposed transportation solutions.
The first elephant in the room. Ski resort capacity for snow sports is limited. Yes, the mountains on peak days are overcrowded, decreasing enjoyment of the sport and increasing collision injuries. However, parking lots are only filled to capacity on weekends, holidays and the 
less frequent new snow days. Proposed resort expansion at Solitude and Brighton will do little to change the demand situation in the Cottonwoods. Transportation considerations A, B and C will be unnecessary for Big Cottonwood Canyon considering the cost versus the 
benefit. Alternative D may have some merit.
The second elephant in the room. According to studies over the last 10 years new recruits to snow sports continues to decline, much like the golf industry.
And the biggest elephant in the room. Reliable snow pack accumulation is likely to decrease. Global warming and subsequent pine beetle tree kills (less shade, more evaporation) will require resorts to modify base operations. Less snow, water and warm temperatures will 
inhibit snow making. Less snow will result in decreased demand and lost revenue unless resorts raise prices. Increased prices will deter local skiers. If this scenario materializes will the considerable costs of tunneling, rapid transit and ariel transportation to ski resorts be worth 
the cost? The short term beneficiaries being high income, out of state skiers, resort owners and indiscriminate tax revenue spending by the state legislature.
Bottom line: declining skiers and snowboarders plus low volume and quality snow equates to declining demand and tax revenue, thus raising the question of why degrade the Cottonwoods by building things that will not merit the investment and insult the environment? 
Proposed Alternatives A, B and C transportation developments would also lead to collateral commercial developments.
Therefore, Alternative D is the least intrusive to Cottonwood canyon integrity and will reduce pollution and peak parking overflow. Disincentives for vehicle travel in the canyons and mass transit incentives are key. Park and Ride accommodations will need to be expanded. 
Alternative C should be considered at a much later date when, and if, real demand materializes and not just for an advertising hook in a brochure or web page. Many European attributes have merit, but the cost of linking ski resorts needs to have meaningful justification before 
being adopted in Utah. Has resort linking in Canada resulted in increased skier days? Check out the facts. Study the Park City to Canyons linking experiment for a while (the facts, not the hype) as an important piece to the puzzle. 


Salt Lake City, UT 4/26/2015

I strongly oppose any plan for the Wasatch that includes a connection between Big Cottonwood Canyon, Little Cottonwood Canyon, and/or Park City. Any such connection would be grossly unnecessary, benefiting only a few,  and would likely be environmentally disasterous. 
We do not need it now or in the future - there is plenty of ski terrain in each of all three locations to serve the need for winter  recreation. Long term preservation of the natural resources provided by the central Wasatch Mountains is vastly more important for future 
generations than any short-term financial gain by developers and the ski industry.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/26/2015



Dear Mountain Accord,
Wasatch Backcountry Alliance recently submitted a detailed comment that represents the sentiments of over 4,000 supporters, as the volunteer President of Wasatch Backcountry Alliance, the comments submitted by the organization reflect my personal opinions regarding the 
proposed blue print.
 I fully support the Mountain Accord process, however, I am very disappointed in the marketing effort that has been given to such an important endeavor. The general public has yet to be informed. With the amount of funds that have been allocated, I expected to see a 
publicity campaign that equals the size, scope and effort of the Mountain Accord. It is my desire that from here on forward, there will be a compelling marketing campaign to make the process and its details known to ensure that the public is fully engaged. If the Mountain 
Accord fails to engage the public, there cannot be an Accord.  
I would like to thank the Executive Board for the hard work and dedication that you have given this process. I feel that Wasatch Backcountry Alliance has been given the opportunity to be heard and I look forward for the opportunity to continue to give input throughout phase 
II.
V  B t

Salt Lake City, UT 4/27/2015

I own an undeveloped lot in the Storm Mountain area of Big Cottonwood Canyon. I have not had a particular opportunity to become aware of the Mountain Accord until reading the Carroon/Silloway opinion piece in the Sunday Tribune. I certainly want all existing/possible 
functioning watershed and open space to be preserved. I favor development of non-motorized-vehicle biking specific and hiking specific trails that are connected, and repaired with provisions made for their maintenance. Rather than widening the road to Alta, thus 
encouraging more automobile traffic, I would prefer the money go toward a biking lane/trail combination that reduced biker and car exposure to each other on the existing narrow road. I would encourage the establishment of a permanent management plan allowing all 
parties to be at the table. Such guidance is needed to prevent commercial/residential over development of the watershed while still allowing reasonable flexibility regarding environmentally compatible development of existing private property. Specifically in Big Cottonwood 
Canyon, I feel properties should be allowed to develop Utah Division of Water Quality compliant drinking water systems, hook-up to the existing sewer down the canyon or have approved septic systems that do not endanger the watershed or existing water systems. I feel I am 
one canyon landowner who is very much in favor of the "blueprint" proposed by the Mountain Accord leaders.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/27/2015

I feel that the concept of pushing all of the traffic to the Wasatch back is poorly thought out.  The tunnel idea is costly and achieves only to push the traffic to Park City and does not address the need for transit in the cottonwoods.  Park City is already experiencing traffic issues 
and this would compound the issue.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/28/2015

April 28, 2015
Greetings,
As one of the primary authors of the comments submitted by the Wasatch Backcountry Alliance (WBA), I support and endorse the WBA comments. In order to not be redundant, I submit only the following brief comments:
NEPA
The Mountain Accord is being conducted as a precursor to the NEPA process. Therefore it is not unreasonable to view the intent of the Mountain Accord as essentially NEPA Scoping. Funding for the Mountain Accord includes money with a likely source that includes funds 
provided by the State of Utah that are essentially being passed through the State from Federal sources. Based on the funding factor alone, there is likely a Federal Nexus and therefore, the Mountain Accord process in its entirety must be part of legal record as per NEPA 
requirements. Therefore all comments must be reviewed, addressed and responded to as per NEPA regulations.
Public Involvement
The Mountain Accord has failed in terms of getting the public informed and involved. Considering the large amount of funding provided, it is a surprise that more money was not allocated for an aggressive Public Relations campaign. Moving forward, the Mountain Accord must 
do a better job at public involvement.
Ski Area Expansion
I personally do not support ski area expansion in any manner. Dispersed users have been losing terrain for the last 40 years. Backcountry skier numbers and densities have been growing rapidly. There is no justification to increase the footprint of for-profit ski areas at the 
expense of other public lands users. In addition, ski area expansion has the potential for significant impacts to wildlife, natural habitats and the watershed health of the Central Wasatch. The impacts of ski area expansion such as increased use of sidecountry must be analyzed 
very rigorously. One example is Solitude's proposed expansion into Silver Fork. While encompassing only 70 acres, it provides easy "no-effort, glide-return" access, along with associated impacts to an additional 250 acres of new sidecountry in Silver Fork alone for a total impact 
of 320 acres.. I have attached a map detailing the area of these impacts to this letter. This is similar to the 9,990 lift at the Canyons Resort which has been shown to have verifiable impacts to dispersed public lands users on the Park City Ridgeline and Big Cottonwood Canyon.
Entrenched Consultants
I support and suggest that a new set of consultants be used for portions of the NEPA analysis. This will allow the project to be evaluated with a fresh set of eyes and may provide additional out-of-the-box thinking. Based on my experience with the Transportation subgroup, I 
feel that some of the consultants may be too close to and biased by the agencies that they have had longterm relationships with. In closing, I would like to thank the Mountain accord for allowing me to be part of the process.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/28/2015

I sincerely feel that the pristine state of our canyons needs to be preserved.  Albion Basin and Mt. Superior are treasures for their beauty.
Salt Lake cannot be shortsighted and allow development to ruin our watershed.  The peace and beauty of undeveloped land is essential in my opinion for one’s spiritual development and health of mind.  
With the creation of the Canyons, Utah now has the largest ski resort in the United States.  Alta does not need to expand and keep up.
I hope you will stand up to the developers   Please keep Alta as pristine as it now is

Salt Lake City, UT 4/28/2015

There have been many discussions about transportation up Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons and this is the topic I would like to address. Although trains have been a successful mode of transportation to ski areas in Europe they are outdated and too restrictive. With the 
advent of clean fuel vehicles and new streamlined buses the way to move forward to ease the transportation issues in Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons is to consider closing the road to private non-authorized vehicles and using a rotating bus system. If buses are run 
continuously with a mix of express - straight to the ski areas and tour, stopping at trail heads, this would meet everyone's needs.
One issue that is constantly addressed when public transportation issues arise is parking. I suggest that transportation hubs are developed away from the mouth of the canyons. Instead they would be situated in business districts such as the Gateway, Sugarhouse, Southtowne  
The District, Day Break. This will not only clear congestion on the access roads to the canyons but also bring people to the businesses where the hubs are located. This would take careful planning and support from local businesses. 
Thank you for your time

Salt Lake City, UT 4/28/2015

I’ll keep my comments short and sweet, as I’m sure there are many you’re sorting through right now.
Everyone has a claim to the backcountry… we live in a majestic place. But think about the future as you divvy up the very limited resources that we have, and balance that with what we want to hand off to generations to come. As a result, I come down on the side of protection 
-  leave open space just that – open space. Keep pollution to a minimum – protect our watershed, protect our sound shed, and protect our land and habitats. 
Therefore… 
NO to expansion of ski resorts. Keep them all within their current boundaries. 
NO to a linking of ski resorts by ways of lifts or trams
Economics come to the area by way of beautiful places – not by way of blight. Trams, lifts, excessive people, development = blight.
But most importantly….
Our watershed protection is paramount. We live in a unique area where so much of one of our most valuable resources comes to us cheaply and easily. Don’t squander that for a quick buck. The developers, resorts and “political experts” will spin it as good for the community 
because it brings people to our communities. But when less than 13% of the Salt Lake Valley residents ski, but 100% of them need water, let’s look to the greatest good for the greatest number of people. Once the watershed protection is gone, it’s gone for good. 
Thank you.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/28/2015

I am very much opposed to the idea of a tunnel between LCC and BCC. 
Alta has nurtured such a unique feel with its idyllic setting and down home ambiance set at the end of a box canyon. Having a train station that brings people over from PC on a daily basis would drastically change that ideal. Once it’s gone—it’s gone forever. Alta will never be 
the same, and what makes it so unique will only been seen in the black and white photos that hang at the Alta Lodge. 
At some point, we must recognize that the reason we all love Little Cottonwood Canyon is because it ISN’T like Vail, or places in Europe. It does not need a train through a mountain! And doesn’t it seem ethically wrong to spend all this money and enormous carbon footprint in 
an effort to serve the top 1-2 percent of the population? That’s poor stewardship if I’ve ever seen it.
Thank you.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/28/2015



Hello Council members,
Thank you all, again, for your time, energy, critical analyses, and dedication to our beautiful backyards.
I attended the information meeting on the Mountain Accord on Tues., then re-read the Blueprint and other information on the Mountain Accord website. I also read the article in today's Park Record summarizing your discussion.  Overall, I feel the Blueprint is too vague to 
support or oppose at this point. I have submitted comments on the Mountain Accord website about the plan, and I have the following comments/questions regarding it's impact on Summit County specifically:
Like some of you, I feel the plans proposed in the Blueprint do not benefit Summit County in any significant way, and question whether it's worth the money and time to participate.  The Blueprint addresses some transportation suggestions for getting people to/from Summit 
County & Park City. But these ideas are already being discussed locally.  The County and Park City have already paid for and conducted recent Transportation Studies.  We know what our issues are, and have begun to study options to deal with them.  Once people are here, the 
Blueprint does not address the ancillary processes of getting them to their individual destinations.  Transportation is the cog that will drive the County's economy, environment, and recreation in the foreseeable future.  The economic, environmental, and recreational 
components of the Blueprint seem geared for the Cottonwood Canyons & the ski areas specifically.
I adamantly oppose a cross-mountain connection of any type other than trails between the Cottonwood Canyons and Park City/Summit County.  NO TUNNELS.  NO TRAMS. NO SKI LIFTS.  The damage to the environment,  & the costs of building and maintaining these 
connections far exceed any economic benefit to any entity other than ski resorts.  The reality of skiing from one side to the other will ultimately involve a motor vehicle for transporting luggage, gear, or other family members; or for returning to the original location at the end of 
the day (or night). I am very happy to hear that the Council (& Park City Council) is opposed to such connections, too.
At this point, I feel the benefits to continuing to participate, at least for the short-term, are: 1. Opposition to the cross-mountain connection can be heard often, and emphatically so that it won't be ignored in future discussions 2. We might learn something about the realities of 
implementing some of the proposals 3. It keeps us abreast of what's being considered  4. It maintains our commitment for regional planning 5. It leaves options for bowing out in the future, 6. It allows us to develop relationships with many players that could be mutually 
beneficial in the future when we are faced with other issues.
My questions are:  1. Does our participation improve the ability of the County to avail itself of Federal or State funds to pay for implementation of the plan?  2.  What legal authority will the plan have relative to our General Plan and Building Code? 3. What, specifically, is our 
"seat at the table" money being used for (up to this point & for the next 3 yrs)? 4. Is it possible to commit to participate for less than 3 years, at a reduced cost to the County?  5. How are local resorts involved in the Mountain Accord discussions and solutions (other than via the 
blanket of SkiUtah)? 
Thank you for considering my comments; and, in advance, for answering my questions.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/28/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/28/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
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Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/28/2015
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Salt Lake City, UT 4/28/2015

Dear Fellow Constituent, 
In politics, the squeaky wheel will prevail but in most other terms, logic should prevail.  We can safely state: Water will prevail, in land planning, but no one connects the dots how the environmental stress is best managed.  Unlikely the way UDOT manages and upgrades the 
canyon highways, unlikely by long highway shoulder parking,…  Environmental quality management calls for research and maybe this will be weaved into Impact Statements; however, the simplification of making canyon visitor numbers proportional to i.e. water quality impact 
is a rather unsophisticated answer.  
It would appear that we could look at alternatively managed watersheds in Europe for example, where exactly the same set of questions have been encountered and were “permanent land use” has been legislated well ahead of a Mountain Accord. 
It appears that for example in the Jungfrau Region, they learnt to deal with a much higher occupation of a much more limited recreation footprint without damaging the water quality, the environment and the enjoyment.  It seemed to be a shining example of those that have 
visited the area.  
Unfortunately, one thing that is in common, the climate is out of control on the entire Globe.  
Okay, since the climate is not willing to obey man’s permanent formulas of land use, we can do two things:
1)      Nothing.
2)      Reduce carbon footprint most effectively on the steeper highways. 
So then, keeping water quality high and carbon footprint low, suggest the use of modern transportation technology. 
The most proven such technology for an avalanche riddled canyon like the Little Cottonwood Canyon is a mountain railway.  This had been said 50 years ago, repeated 30 years ago, forgotten 20 years ago (due to tunnel visions) and accepted by 75 % of respondents to good 
questions posed by Envision Utah 5 years ago.  Will we get it right this time?
I start seriously wondering what research could do to support decision making.  There certainly is not one unified  formula for transportation in our Wasatch Canyons.  It would be unforgiven to ignore avalanches for example. Since snow slides are one of these items that will 
prevail in land use planning.  Some of the decision parameters are very forceful and it is not really logical to design a unified transit system with guided buses that will do it all.  Fortunately rail mass transit has been established in the valley below with much accessible parking 
sitting empty during peak recreation demand.  If there is one advantage of mass transit it is to have common destination points, like our resorts, therefore these destinations are the most obvious to link with our quite extensive urban mass transit effort.  One would think this is 
good for everyone, after all the Forest Service does have a mandate to manage the area in question for everyone and are (anxiously) awaiting a guideline.
Thank you for your interest in the long term vision.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/29/2015

Good day,
I’m writing to express my support on ONE Wasatch and the over-the-snow connectivity. As our population grows and tourism increases we need improved transportation options to our ski resorts. 
I rarely go to the resorts up Big or Little Cottonwood Canyons on a weekend in part due to the traffic issues.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/29/2015

To whom it may concern:
I am herewith submitting comments on the Mountain Accord. Generally, I endorse the positions taken on the Accord by Friends of Alta, the Wasatch Backcountry Alliance, and Save Our Canyons. However, my stance may advance an even stronger prioritization of 
environmental protection in this process than even these organizations do. 
Briefly, I oppose any actions that will further commercial development or environmental deterioration of the Central Wasatch, including but not exclusively: ski resort expansions/lift extensions (such as those proposed in the Cottonwood Canyons Task Force); resort interlinking 
schemes of any sort (aerial tramways, lifts, tunnels, et al.); trains or other major new costly transportation infrastructure construction, including new road lanes. I also resolutely oppose any and all unnecessary natural resource exploitation – both present and proposed – such 
as, e.g., snowmaking by the resorts using scarce freshwater. I consider unacceptable any public financing of any projects whose primary beneficiaries would be for-profit private enterprises. 
I support any actions that will strictly protect existing open space and public lands, and increase the extent in area and strength of protection, and integrity of, such lands. As such, in the Blueprint I support the proposed permanent protection of the Emma-Superior ridgeline, 
and the 250 acres near Guardsman Pass. However, I believe the Accord falls far short of, and needs to go much further in, advancing such protections. Regarding transportation options, I strongly endorse, instead of a train or other schemes requiring major construction and 
public expense (including new lanes), an enhanced bus service, perhaps including a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) system up the canyons that is designed in a way to both incentivize use and dis-incentivize private automobile use, and is comprised of an alternatively-powered bus 
fleet (e.g., hybrid-electric). 
I believe protection of wildlife habitat and watershed/ecosystem integrity should be the paramount principles guiding the future of the Central Wasatch. Accordingly, I argue that the four focal areas identified in the Blueprint should not be considered equally important or 
given equal weight, but should be ranked, with environment being the highest-ranking, and the others being subordinate to that, and indeed having to satisfy the criterion of non-harm/non-violation of the environment before being considered. As such, the stated goals under 
the ‘Economy’ section to “Generate sustainable economic growth” and “Ensure the tourism market is competitive now and into the future”, are, in my view, misguided. The former strikes me as a self-contradictory goal, an “impossibility theorem” in the words of ecological 
economist Herman Daly. Sustainability per se, or environmental protection/integrity, should be the goals, which may require even reduction of economic growth in the Central Wasatch, or at least no further growth, but certainly not more growth. The latter, as well, seems 
impossible to reconcile with the environmental protection imperative. I would formulate the goal differently: Tourism (or the ‘tourism market’), and the quantity and quality of tourism, can occur in the Wasatch only insofar as it is compatible with no further environmental 
deterioration or stress. If it violates that first principle, it should not be permitted. 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/29/2015

I support ONE Wasatch Salt Lake City, UT 4/29/2015
I support One Wasatch Salt Lake City, UT 4/29/2015



28 April 29, 2015
Subj:  Transportation
Committee Members,
Please believe that the following proposal, though it may seem extreme, may not be without merit considering the future of travel along the east bench.  
As a resident and user of the canyons, I have lived at my current resident at 74th south and 36th east for 40 years this January.  I am 75 years old and retired last June, having spent 9 years as Vice President of Operations and Chief Quality Officer of a Salt Lake medical firm.  In 
the 47 years that I have worked in the Salt Lake valley, I have travelled the east bench corridor, first for 15 years to the University of Utah, the remainder in the central valley, and have watched the addition of I-215 and increase of traffic along Wasatch and Foothill Boulevards.  
My wife and I have been season ticket holders at Brighton Ski Resort annually, and visit all of the other resorts at least once a year.  We have seen the gridlock at the mouths of the canyons for avalanche control during rush hour.  We are aware of the development surrounding 
Big Cottonwood’s entrance, the possible addition of  a shopping center and theater in the empty gravel pit, and what a nightmare of traffic there will be.
Though there are many critics of the UTA and their operations, in retrospect, you have to admit that quite awhile back, some people had a very futuristic idea of what the valley was ultimately going to need as the population spreads to fill the valley floor and every 16 year old 
each year gets a car.
The first rail line down the middle of the valley must have been on a “build-it-and-they-will-come” premise.  You knew that the “Christmas tree” pattern that has emerged to access the rest of the valley population was only a matter of time and necessity.
OK, getting to the practical details…  I believe that an east bench transportation system should be created and that it should be a monorail.  Now, hear me out first.  I am aware of the costs, the ADA accessible issues.  But, people, think of the future.  Build monorail lines up Big 
and Little Cottonwood Canyons first.  They will not need on-grade excavations, quite possibly in and of itself ruining the canyon floors.  Decisions as to which side, to blast away granite, across the creek bed, avalanche sheds and tunnels??  If stanchions can be built to carry 
high-speed quads for skiers, they certainly can be placed up the canyon for an elevated rail system, and if necessary, cross to sides opposite avalanche areas of concern.
This is the beginning.  I believe that eventually a TRAX line, or some line will need to move homes to go out Wasatch Blvd. and it will never be allowed to go south of 98th south where the big estates are.  I also believe that one day a line needs to go to Park City.  Up the middle 
of I-80??  Never!  
So please consider the model of this program:  a monorail line that begins with a connection at the University of Utah TRAX line; goes up behind the university  ( I believe that the BLM line is about halfway up the foothills in elevation); behind the Fort Douglas cemetery, across 
Emigration and behind homes south of the canyon; follows the foothills across Millcreek to I -80, connects to a monorail line set in the canyon walls to Park City;  thence continues south along the foothills to Big Cottonwood and Little Cottonwood connections up each canyon; 
turns west to follow 98th to 94th and down to the Sandy Station,  an East Bench loop.
I mean think about this.  Camouflage the cars, no noise, little impact on the population, complete connection to all other transportation in the valley.  The best part?  You will have people traveling the world around to come and ride this!  Imagine the view coming down from 
Park City, along the foothills to the university, the views coming down the canyons!  They would be magnificent!  Sure, I am daft, but I have vision for a time when I will be gone, population will be crazy, and there won’t be a possibility for a do-over.  It will get paid for.  The 
ADA regs say there can be exceptions for inaccessibility.  Not every stop has to be ADA accessible.  Ladies and gentlemen, this is the future.  Do not consider this to be a mass transit line.  This is a destination rapid transit – airport to the monorail, to the ski resorts, Sandy and 
soccer.
Forgive the length of this letter.  I just wanted you all to know that I am invested in this, that I do care, and that if we don’t do this right the first time, there will never be funding later to fuss over it for corrections and piecemeal additions.  Will there be objections?  Pfffft!  I am 
probably objectionable.  But, you wanted suggestions. There are many who can tell you what is wrong with what you want to do and never tell you how they would do it.  I have spent most of my working life solving problems and organizing labor. I have learned that any 
obstacle you can come up with can be overcome, and the results here would be world class, if not Disney class.
Sincere 2-cents worth, 


Salt Lake City, UT 4/29/2015

Hello:
Here are a few comments re. principles used to determine the Wasatch Front area development during the coming decades:
* Certain types of recreational expansion such as the development of tunnels, single rail trains and surface lift facilities, in addition to conforming to watershed, wildlife habitat and human transportation needs should have realistic cost assessments that will be borne by private 
development as well as public tax dollars, and still result in affordable public access and transportation facilities. One way to contain overambitious private resort expansion in the Wasatch would be to keep the Summit County resorts linked together and the Cottonwood 
Canyons resorts the same way without the extraordinary cost to environment and transportation that a total connection would involve.
* It is important to emphasize that one of the biggest challenges to long term transportation planning (beyond the immediate decade or so) is avoiding current solutions that will likely become obsolete or impractical due to new innovations, technologies and fuel systems that 
will continue to evolve and change the possibilities for growth and practicality in the years to come. It is vital therefore that the limitations of our current technological options not create options that might not only be very costly to build and maintain now but may also become 
obsolete in the foreseeable future before they are even fully realized.
* Another important aspect that should be more fully explored in connection with the Wasatch Front development future is better distribution of the commercial and recreational  flow into the Summit County area by an enhanced use of the I-84 corridor from Ogden to Heber, 
thereby creating a north/east circular flow into those areas from Salt Lake City rather than just a north/south corridor from Provo and the City via Parley's Canyon and the I-80.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/29/2015

I support One Wasatch Salt Lake City, UT 4/29/2015
Protect the water quality at all costs.
No expansion of the ski resorts.
No additional private enterprise/housing in the canyons.
Public transportation only in the canyons - no private vehicles.
No creation of trails or any other efforts to "facilitate access."  Those who want access should have to earn it/be physically up to it.
In short  make it more wild   The Wasatch isn't Disneyland nor is it there to provide anyone a money making opportunity

Salt Lake City, UT 4/29/2015

The Wasatch Mountain Range is a rare and precious resource. There is no other major urban center in the United States that has such an expanse of backcountry recreation opportunities so close to the homes of over 1 million people. To preserve this precious resource now is 
a critical time to permanently stop further development into areas that are currently wild. Building transportation schemes that will divide currently preserved tracts of wilderness will permanently ruin wild spaces for all future generations.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/29/2015

What a wonderful dream to have light rail to Park city in its own track so I would not fearful drive on a road full of double tankers barreling down the interstate. Fast, warm, internet perfect for commuting and expensive but worth it. Take a lane out of the Interstate and hooray 
I would pay.  
I would not want a link for skiers, hikers, anyone over the backcountry.
No sprawl around the resorts. Solitude most of the year is a ghost town and so is the canyons.  WE need more trails, well maintained. The camgrounds are full , people use the canyons and there is no parking.  We almost need a frequent bus system like Zion NP.
The backcountry skiers need more space as it becomes more popular. There are very few places for nordic skiing and we need more.  Biking summer and winter if important now and any mass transit system has to accommodate bikes as well as ski and boarders. 
The accord must keep our water safe and our wildlife habitat healthy. 
Ski lift and resort development should not spill over into American Fork Canyon.  It is a treasure and should remain that way. 
Keep Guaardsman closed in winter and do not allow summer homes or golf courses up there.  Buy up private property if there is some up there. 
Charging a small fee or a reasonable year pass for access to cottonowood canyons would be ok.  Look how much better Millcreek is with the $2 fee. 
I appreciate the hours of work people have put  and I hope development is very cautiously approached because once gone the beauty, peace, animals, trees, stillness cannot be replaced.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/29/2015

My parents came to Salt Lake City in the 40's partly due to the splendors of the Wasatch Mountains and the pristine, unparalleled natural surroundings.  Please, please let Mt. Accord continue to preserve  these natural sanctuaries! Salt Lake City, UT 4/29/2015



The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/29/2015
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pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/29/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
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reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/29/2015
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damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/29/2015



The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/29/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/29/2015

I do not support an interconnection between Big Cottonwood Canyon, Little Cottonwood Canyon and Park City, or any combination thereof, including tunnels.  I support development of a purpose and need statement and balances the “Systems” Mountain Accord is 
addressing, without giving undue bias to any one element or proposal.  

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

I appreciate the 4 aspect approach to this blueprint, and I agree with most of the actions proposed. The balance between environmental protection and economic development appears viable, and a broader, more connected trail network would be beneficial. However, I am 
strongly against the proposal for a rail development in Little Cottonwood Canyon connecting the mouth of the canyon with the Wasatch Back. Much like ski-link, I think this proposal will be touted as a transportation initiative, but it's real intent is to increase tourism and 
development in the region. I still have not seen compelling data suggesting there is a transportation demand in this area. I believe developers want to create a demand that is not currently there through this development. In addition, extensive construction on a railway in the 
canyon, as well as a tunnel underneath the mountain, is likely to impact the ecosystem in ways that are inconsistent with the environmental goals of this initiative. As an alternative, I propose increased bus service in the canyon along with disincentives for vehicle use, while 
focusing on Parley's Canyon as the primary mode connecting the Salt Lake Valley with the Wasatch Back. I am also not entirely opposed to additional lift connections between Little Cottonwood and other canyons/resorts, but I think it is clandestine and misleading to tout them 
as transportation initiatives in order to garner more public support.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

As background: I came to Utah to work at Snowbird for the 1973-74 season and continued to work there for three more seasons. After a few years living in the Jackson Hole area I returned to Salt Lake for graduate school and have been here ever since. I have been, and 
continue to be, an avid user of the backcountry in both winter and summer and do use the ski resorts on a lesser basis (they are, you know, getting absurdly expensive). 
As an initial comment I am opposed to taxpayer subsidized steps that only benefit private businesses (primarily the ski resorts). The point of this accord is to protect the public and the canyons, not to subsidize a small group of businesses with a declining usage.
Transportation:
I am generally opposed to the idea of a fixed rail train up either of the canyons. I am in favor of optimizing the bus system, with added stops, express busses to each of the resorts and the provision of a substantial amount of additional parking at the mouths of the canyons. 
Snow sheds are also a viable and relatively inexpensive option. I support a fee-per-car for all vehicles using the canyons with very low or free bus fares.
I am opposed to the idea of tunnels between LCC and BCC and between BCC and PC. These are just a silly idea. They will degrade a great deal of backcountry and their primary purpose is not the “sustainability” excuse but a taxpayer subsidized benefit for ski resorts and 
developers. They are not a solution to anything.
I do support a light rail system between Park City and the Salt Lake valley.
I think there should be a year-round bus system up BCC and LCC.
Stops should be provided at trailheads along each of the canyons and parking should be improved at these trailheads but the number of spaces should not be substantially increased (emphasis needs to be on canyon-mouth parking).
Ski resort benefits:
I do support enabling the ski resorts to use more water for snow making, intelligent zoning changes for additional development within the existing boundaries (and judicious land swaps to add to these boundaries). I also am in favor of improving the avalanche mitigation 
techniques.
I think that the idea of doing whatever it takes to get more people up the canyon is fundamentally misguided. The pressure of people on the watershed and back country is the primary degrading factor. Quality not quantity should be the guiding rule.
I am opposed to a lift in Grizzly Gulch, in fact Grizzly Gulch should be afforded permanent protection.
I have no problem with the general idea of chairlifts and development in American Fork Canyon.
The re-alignment of the Honeycomb lift might be OK if there are no added effects on backcountry access to Silver Fork.
I support Brighton’s adoption of Hidden Canyon and increased connectivity between Brighton and Solitude in the SolBright area. 
General:
I am in favor of protecting the Emma Ridge to Superior ridgeline from development and with the reforestation of this ridge.
I am in favor of a trails network with a mix of mountain bike and hiking trails and a management system as well as improved road biking facilities such as wider shoulders and bike lanes.
It is time to end helicopter skiing in the Wasatch.
Wilderness boundaries should be modified to optimize the Bonneville Shoreline Trail.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015



If reducing the pressure of automobile traffic and preserving the watershed are worthy goals, it is impossible to imagine how these goals can be accomplished by digging tunnels through the mountains to connect resorts in different canyons. More roads = more cars = more 
pollution. A much more effective solution would be to get serious about providing convenient, frequent bus shuttles.
If we model the future of the Wasatch on the interconnected mega-resorts of Europe, we'll get exactly what those have accomplished: the destruction anything truly natural or wild in the service of making everything convenient to access and monetizable for the already-
wealthy few  Utahns want and deserve better than that

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

To Whom it May Concern, 
 I simply want to state that I agree with the comments of the Wasatch Backcountry Alliance.  I feel it is an integral part of our community that there is still protected wilderness available to the public and that restrictions to motorized recreation in this area protects valuable 
resources and provides opportunities for non-motorized recreation.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

To the Mountain Accord decisionmakers:
I want to add my voice to the community of Wasatch Front citizens who have spoken for preserving our backyard wilderness in the Central Wasatch.  Every bit of extra development incrementally whittles at the most important resource we have: irreplaceable mountain 
environments.  I want the Mountain Accord to recommend less development and more conservation.
Ecologists give us good reasons to block up wild habitats as much as possible, to keep them connected so predators and game herds can move freely between protected lands.  With our burgeoning population, we’ll need as much backcountry as possible for recreation and 
refuge. 
Skiing is not a growth industry.  Sure, if you create extravagant mountain resorts, affluent people will come.  But I believe the Wasatch offers far more as a “commons”—as a place for not-so-rich folks to camp and fish and hike and climb and ski.  In the Tribune this morning, 
Vail Resorts reports that sales were up in this bad snow year because “marketing efforts provided a comprehensive world-class destination experience by attracting high-income guests from all over the world.”
Vail’s vision of the Wasatch is a far cry from the down-home traditions of Brighton or Alta.  We must stand firm for the Wasatch as a community resource, not turn it into playground for the wealthy international elite.
Resort skiing is not a growth industry; backcountry skiing, on the other hand, is increasingly appealing to millennials.
So, don’t transform the Wasatch into a commodity for quick profits.  Take the long view.  Preserve wilderness.  Fight for backcountry experiences.  Don’t build unnecessary tunnels and trains, but do create a bus and shuttle transit system that minimizes traffic in the 
Cottonwood canyons.
Climate change makes these conservative actions even more imperative.  Unless we back off drastically from our burning of fossil fuels, Park City will soon have the same climate as Salt Lake City and Salt Lake will have the climate of St. George.  By 2100, if we don’t drop our 
emissions significantly, Salt Lake City will have the same number of freezing nights as Cedar Hill, Texas, and the same summer temperatures now endured in the Catalina Foothills above Tucson (according to www.climatecentral.org).  Those models do not suggest mega-
development to accommodate the demand for resort skiing in future years
I believe most Utah citizens agree with me.  They haven’t chimed in on the Mountain Accord because they are busy, because they are not in the habit of writing letters to officials, and because the website is daunting.  But they are out there—the silent majority who love the 
Wasatch and who want you to think of their grandchildren before turning the Wasatch into a commercializedl for-profit tragedy.
Thanks for your good and dedicated work on behalf of the future.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

Dear Mountain Accord Executive Board,
Please accept my appreciation for the hard work you folks have put in trying to bring a cohesive plan to the future interests of the Wasatch.  I know it is not an easy task for there are many voices, many agendas, and many dollars to be gained or lost for some.  We of the 
greater Salt Lake area acknowledge the value of having the mountains so close by, which permits a fantastic work-life balance.  However, the wilderness areas which offer the most contrast and reprieve from city life are finite.  I hope that whatever the committee decides it 
takes into mind that wilderness is extremely difficult to bring back.  Once there is an alpine slide, restaurant, etc. it is unlikely things will return to what they were.  When our vision is short-sighted we slight those who will come after us.  I beg you to keep present open space 
open and to prevent further expansion of our already corpulent ski areas.  If you want a warning, just look over the Park City ridge line into the warren of expensive and often unoccupied vacation houses…  Central to all this, the conduit between canyons is Grizzly Gulch.  No 
sustainable plan involves development of Grizzly Gulch.  It is the lovely, quiet path between Canyons, a vital conduit for winter self-powered travel.  
Thank you for your time,

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

I cast my vote for Wilderness preservation.
In particular restricted real estate speculation.
I favor valley parking and shuttle service year-round in the canyons.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

There needs to be more time for public comment. I was asked for my feedback by Ski Utah yesterday. Until then I didn't have a clue what Mountain Accord was. What efforts have been made to engage the public? I'm shocked that only 1,500 people have given input (number 
according to Carl Fischer's article). If those numbers are accurate there has obviously been a failure to get public involvement. I am curious what efforts have been made and how they were measured for success. I am a life-long resident of Salt Lake City. I grew up here, I work 
here, I own property here, and I recreate in our mountains regularly. My family owns a cabin up Millcreek Canyon. In many ways these plans effect me. I'm very surprised that with as much effect as a plan like this will have on all of us, that I am just barely being asked for my 
comment. Please extend the public comment period. And I am happy to help provide feedback on how to get more responses from the public.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

I would like the Wasatch Mountains preserved for my children and grandchildren. Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015
I am a resident of Salt Lake City and a frequent visitor to Little Cottonwood Canyon. I'm not originally from Utah, but moved here for the world class skiing and stayed for the community. I own a house here, and plan to raise my future children here. I take public transportation 
everyday to/from work. My husband and I are a one-car family. I share all of this information because I want to demonstrate that I am invested in Utah, and the Mountain Accord strategy will greatly influence my life and my community. And I am so grateful. 
I fully support the development of public transportation in our canyons. Either a gondola or a train would not only reduce carbon emissions but it would be safer and a much more pleasant experience. I understand the fear of further development and its affect on the land and 
the backcountry. But looking at the proposed plans, I see the planned due diligence for minimizing the environmental impact. Clearly, the team is taking this very seriously. Additionally, the environmental and health impact of more cars on the road will most likely greatly 
outweigh the impact of development. Our smog is making international news and will soon scare away tourists, future residents, and current residents - like me - who don't want to take years off my life by breathing pollution each winter. 
The culture of single passenger driving must end. Change will happen with superior, new infrastructures that enhance the user experience and have an immediate positive effect on the climate. I believe there is no choice but to move forward with this plan, if we want to 
continue enjoying access to the Wasatch. 
Thank you for your time and your hard work on this project.
P.S. Speaking as an east coaster, I say you impose a toll for those who choose to drive up the canyons. It will help fund the project and other environmental clean-up initiatives. Toll roads are the norm on each coast, and people will get used to it. For those that will be deterred, 
let 'em move to Colorado and sit on I-70 for six hours just to get in a few turns! 

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

As a resident of the benches of the Wasatch for 35 years, please consider the following in your blueprint:
I am all for sustainable transit options for our canyons to reduce traffic and emissions, but please make an effort to minimize any development beyond transportation needs.  Also, please consider NOT making a transit corridor that connects the Cottonwood canyons with Park 
City. The reason the cottonwood canyons have worldwide appeal, in addition to being our greatest gem, is because it has avoided contact with the development goals and greed associated with the Park City area. These separate areas function better, and maintain their 
individual identity and culture better kept as Individual areas with separate access points

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

I have grave reservations regarding the developments proposed in connection with the Mountain Accord, and urge planners to maintain our beautiful Wasatch Mountains and our water supply as pristine and safe as possible, without undermining the ski resorts in the 
Cottonwood Canyons.   A better system of clean fueled public transportation to our Cottonwood ski resorts that would reduce pollution and other canyon impacts and improve access for skiers would substantially improve existing conditions, without imposing unnecessary 
infrastructure, which may well become obsolete with climate change and evolving recreational patterns.   Similarly, improved clean-fueled public transportation from Salt Lake City to the Park City ski resorts and concomitant facilities, would reduce environmental impacts and 
allow our extraordinary resorts to maintain their unique features.  I strongly oppose the interconnect proposal, which I believe would radically change the character of our resorts and negatively impact the experience for our recreational visitors.      

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

 would like to see the "private shuttle" concept explained.  This canyon is the only major one open to dogs, so many dog owners exercise themselves and their pets there.  It's hard to imaging people bringing their pets into Millcreek canyon on a "private shuttle." Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

Thank you for the well thought out proposal and the attempts to include all of the view points and desires for use of the canyons. The most important element of the proposal for many in the Wasatch is to limit the growth of ski resorts. We have a precious system, and do not 
want to overwhelm our resources by increasing the resort size. I am a resort pass holder, however feel that the backcountry territory needs to be preserved. The idea of linking our canyons and resorts is silly, our resorts are already big enough that visitors can ski new terrain all 
day long. I would hate to see the Wasatch turn into a Euro mimic by putting gondolas or lifts through backcountry territory. Its gimmicky, silly, and would mar the experience for those who want to get out away from the crowds and development.
 
In consideration of public transportation, we need more. I ride the bus to the resorts often, but feel very limited by the schedules and often have to hitch a ride down canyon at days end. I would also love to see bus service in the summer to allow for loop bike rides. An 
important caveat: buses need to stop at popular locations for hikes/climbing/biking. Just stopping at resorts is not sufficient if the goal is actually to reduce traffic and parking whoas.
 
Thank you again for all of the hard work that has gone into this proposal. The Wasatch is a gem and I hope it can be protected and recognized as such.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015



Please accept my comments, below, on the proposed blueprint for the Central Wasatch Mountains.
I DO NOT think that there is appropriate balance between development and preservation in the current draft. I believe there should be a greater emphasis on preserving and protecting the remaining unspoiled wilderness in the Central Wasatch for future generations.
I am STRONGLY OPPOSED to any development of Grizzly Gulch, including Alta’s proposal for a lift up Tuscarora.
I SUPPORT all proposals for expanding the protection of the existing wilderness character of areas that have been identified in the blueprint, such as Superior to Emma Ridge and Guardsman Pass, and for others as well.
I am STRONGLY OPPOSED to the One Wasatch concept, such as any aerial tramway between Park City and Big Cottonwood.
I DO NOT support the train up LCC or the connecting tunnels, because of the anticipated taxpayer costs.
I SUPPORT the concept of a designated bus lane up LCC, with optional stops provided for backcountry users.
I SUPPORT the concept of enhanced, year-round bus transit up BCC, with optional stops provided for backcountry users.
I SUPPORT the expansion of the trails network.
I SUPPORT the continued protection of the watershed.
Regarding the economic impact of these decisions, I feel that the best economic course for Utah is to continue to attract and expand its existing highly-paid workforce in growth industries such as health care and technology. The best workers/earners in these fields are well 
known to place a high value on outdoor recreation and wilderness/open space access. The preservation of the natural character of the Central Wasatch will have a much greater positive economic impact by attracting these residents to Utah than any possible increase in ski 
resort visitation, which is not trending well in any case. Utah's best economic growth lies with its future RESIDENTS rather than with its future VISITORS, and the unspoiled Central Wasatch is its quality-of-life crown jewel.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

Limiting land development by entities that want to profit from the Wasatch is the right way to go.  The best way to ensure environmental health for residents of Utah is to keep the lands as public lands –permanently protected, but for all to enjoy and none to profit from.  We 
must all be responsible to protect this resource and Salt Lake’s main watershed.  Don’t take away our open spaces!
A concerned Salt Lake resident

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

Keep in mind the importance of biodiversity in the Wasatch ecosystem.  Clean water is a big part of it, but the forest and wildlife will also be impacted if, for example, extensive trail systems are added and recreation becomes like a world series party.  I'd be more than happy to 
live with a restricted access program that allows daily entry limits, lottery permits for visits, or even/odd day eligibility.  We do it with dogs, bikes, and lawn watering.  To preserve the essence of the Wasatch I'd be willing to submit to such a program even though I currently 
experience the area 5 or more times per week.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

I’m just adding my voice to those of the thousands who I know share my views.
I’m now in my mid-60s, and I’m sure that the countless hours I’ve spent, over the many years I’ve been skiing and hiking in the backcountry of Millcreek Canyon and the Cottonwood Canyons, have made me considerably healthier than I otherwise would be, not to mention the 
pure joy those experiences have brought me.
Also, I never hunt, and none of the guys with whom I ski and hike hunt, but I’m always happy to encounter bow-hunters on the trails.  Those encounters always make me realize, anew, how cool it is that people with diverse outdoor interests can share this rare and wondrous 
thing.
Let the Park City side of the Range be whatever the rich guys and tourists want it to be  but please keep the Tri Canyon area the way it is

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

I am a resident of Salt Lake City and an avid lover of one its most precious resources - the Wasatch Front mountain range.  I am writing to express my thoughts on the current proposed Mountain Accord.  These thoughts are provided below:
Generally speaking, I am interested about the proposed train transit up BCC and LCC, and would like to see a similar train transit option up Parleys.  This would be an exceptionally unique ski experience in the America's and would seem to accommodate a variety of recreational 
opportunities if implemented properly.  That said, I do have some serious reservations.  First, tunneling to achieve canyon interconnection is critical so as not to disturb more natural areas with overground transport.  Second, such an approach needs to address multiple uses, 
distributed users, and a wide range of operating times (e.g., to accommodate summer and winter climbing and hiking activities, distributed back-country skiing trail heads, and accommodate the beloved Wasatch "dawn patrol" winter tours, early morning climbs, etc.)
Any ski resort expansion should be limited to the base areas, and expansion and/or significant development outside these base areas should not be considered (i.e., no large restaurants on the ridge and mountaintops).  In a relatively recent, over 90% of residents in the Salt 
Lake Valley indicated they were against any further ski area expansion in the Wasatch Front.  See Envision Utah's 2010 Wasatch Canyon's Tomorrow Study accessible athttp://saveourcanyons.org/files/resources/WCT_FINAL_23Sep2010.pdf.  I am comfortable with limited ski 
resort expansion as proposed in the blueprint with a few considerations.  First, private land transfers and preservation actions MUST include Grizzly Gulch.  Land swaps should be pursued immediately, as a condition precedent for future development.  Alignment of any new lift 
in Honeycomb Canyon must not drop below the elevation of the current lift and should not terminate in the Silver Fork drainage (e.g., it will remain in Honeycomb).
Being located in a desert, wise watershed management is critical to support our future needs.  Failing to effectively manage sensitive watersheds can lead to significant problems down the road, severely straining population growth and economic expansion.  Our neighbors in 
Nevada and California are particularly aware of this issue, as significant population growth in Southern Nevada has taxed their limited watersheds to near emergency levels.  Accordingly, watershed preservation should be of primary importance. 
Thank you for consideration the above and your time in connection with the Mountain Accord process.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

I would like to comment on the future master plan for the Wasatch Mountain area. 
The Wasatch Mountains are a word class feature of Utah that we are fortunate to have.  The accessibility and availability of wilderness areas that are available for exploration and recreation is unparalleled.  The established ski areas that we have offer a comprehensive variety 
of terrain and accommodation for the local, national and international skiers; and in my opinion our community should embrace the individuality of the ski areas that we have, and strictly limit any future expansion, development or connectivity between the resorts.
I do support increased transit options between salt lake city and resorts in the cottonwood canyons  but, I am strongly opposed to increasing connectivity between the cottonwood canyons and park city, or between the two cottonwood canyons. In my opinion, bringing 
patrons from park city would be a direct way to spoil the cottonwood canyons.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

I have lived in Salt Lake County for 19 years. I moved here from Pennsylvania to live in a place with world-class recreation activities and a vibrant economy. The Cottonwood Canyons are my favorite place to ski, although I have skied all of the Park City based resorts as well.
We clearly need a better transit system up the canyons. While a railroad has been proposed, I see many problems with that proposal. New construction like that will have a huge, negative, impact on water, land, and animals. I just can’t imagine how it could be “avalanche 
proofed” either. I highly support increasing the bus capacity for the canyons—increase the size of the park and ride lots, have the buses run more often, make a dedicated bus lane so people could actually get up the canyon faster, build in family-friendly amenities so that 
people with young children can use the bus. Most of all—make it very inexpensive so people WANT to take the bus.
Tunnels between canyons is of no use to Utah residents. We know which canyon we want and we get there. We don’t need to use tunnels—the existing roadways are sufficient. The tunnels ONLY help tourists who are staying in Park City or up at the top of the canyons. And 
those are not the people contributing to traffic jams in the canyons. I have absolutely no desire to have my tax dollars going towards tunnels that only help the elite. If we have extra money—it needs to go to education, road maintenance, and conservation. There are 
approximately 2.5 million people on the Wasatch Front—why not cater to that market and the out of state tourists? There is also the fact that tunnels are a huge visual disturbance for those of us who use the canyons year round—they will look hideous in the summer and will 
be rarely used.
I don’t mind if we exchange lands for development—I would rather concentrate development while protecting the backcountry for hiking and skiing. Again—I moved here for these amenities. If we ruin our landscape. many current residents will leave and we will have a hard 
time recruiting others to come here. Tourism is important but we have to diversify our economy. Snow sports user days at resorts are declining—we need to think for the long term. Simply adding more bells and whistles to compete for a decreasing market is not long-term 
thinking.
I want changes to have the least impact on our already highly impacted mountains. We need to protect our open space from visual and noise pollution. We desperately need mass transit solutions—why not build on what we already have instead of paying huge amounts of 
money to build something from scratch?
When I moved here 19 years ago I was overjoyed at the outdoor recreation opportunities available to me. I want to keep those opportunities available to my children. I hope the Mountain Accord will allow all of us to do preserve these world-class places for the next 
generations.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

I applaud your effort to develop a sensible transportation plan based on the high recreational use of the Cottonwood Canyons and Park City area. I am supportive of a rapid or express bus system for both Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons, and the restriction of personal 
vehicles up these canyons.  I do not support tunnels linking the Cottonwood Canyons with Park City and Deer Valley because it is a waste of taxpayer money without an equal benefit.  These areas are already very close in proximity and tunnels would only promote and increase 
in use by personal vehicles between these areas.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015



After reviewing the Wasatch Mountain Accord Blue Print I have the following comments. 
The trend in the Wasatch is toward more wilderness backcountry use.  Here are a couple of indicators.
Backcountry equipment manufactures and distributers have grown significantly faster then the valley population while the alpine ski equipment has merely kept-up with the valley population growth. 
There were 12 to 15 backcountry style races in the Wasatch this year.  One race is almost world class.  Just 10 years ago there might have been 1 backcountry ski race.
Many others
Our priority shall be to preserve the backcountry wilderness and curb ski area expansions.  The "recreational projects" of the future are backcountry type activities; ie. hiking, climbing, skiing, bird watching etc.
The ski area’s proposals threaten the Forest Service, with exponential population growth.  The plan for our limited resource shall not include exponential population growth.  The forest is now at it’s people limit.  The ski area’s can not get any bigger.  The ski area’s are given a 
concession to operate on National Forest.    BCC and LCC Ski area concessions shall be rewritten as follows.
Preserve the National Forest
Ski schools
Ski races
Family recreation,
Introducing people to the backcountry.  
Light Summer activities....hiking, biking, Frisbee, and ski area maintenance.
Social events, Weddings, Reunions, etc
Ski area companies should not be profiting on our National Forest.  All profits shall be used to fund ski schools, ski races, avalanche safety, interpretive programs etc.
The ski area clientele are looking for more amenities; ie., bigger lodges, more restaurants; more nightlife; more child care etc.  The Wasatch will not be able to meet this demand.  Focus shall be on maintaining what we have and preserving the rest.  What is the next “20 year 
plan” going to look like?
More backcountry/mountain guiding concessions shall be issued.   Backcountry guides can safely bring resort skiers into the backcountry and at the same time promote good land stewardship.  Resorts don't need to be pressured by skiers always wanting to ski more; always 
wanting more expansion.  Backcountry guides can help take the pressure off of the ski area’s.
The LCC road bed shall be used as follows.
One fast train track with stops at Snowbird and Alta.
One 24 hr slow train track which stops upon request.
There shall be no more road, up or down, LCC.
A service tunnel shall be bored from Alta, under twin lakes pass, under twin lakes reservoir to Brighton. 

                

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

I submit the following comments on the Mountain Accord's proposed blueprint. Thank you for your efforts to comprehensively address many of the challenges that face the Central Wasatch.
First, and foremost, I feel that the Mountain Accord's proposed blueprint must emphasize watershed protection more than it does now. The guiding light here should be whether an action would improve or harm water quality. For example, it seems highly unlikely that the 
construction of a rail line in a new corridor in Little Cottonwood Canyon will be a positive development for water quality. This value should trump all others in charting a path forward. 
Resort Expansion. The Mountain Accord should not permit any resort expansion within Salt Lake County. Grizzly Gulch and Silver Fork are two drainages that are important for watershed and of immense value for habitat and quiet, human-powered recreation. Expansion at 
Alta and Solitude, respectively, would have significant adverse affects on these areas.
New Development of Base Facilities. The Mountain Accord should tie any new permitted development at the base of ski resorts to three things. (1) At least 75 percent of any new development should be in existing parking space (this will force greater dependancy on public 
transit, reduce the footprint of new facilities, and help reduce runoff from parking lots). (2) Resorts must exchange (for lands located at the base of resorts) and donate private lands located in environmentally sensitive areas (Flagstaff, Superior, Emma Ridge, Grizzly Gulch, 
Cardiff Fork, White Pine, Guardsman Pass) in order to receive building permits and approvals to move forward with base facilities. And (3) No new lifts or resort expansion allowed outside of existing resort footprints.
Additional Land Exchange Issue. It is unclear how much the public benefits from land acquisition inside of ski resort boundaries at Alta and Brighton. This seems like a way for resorts to possibly reduce property tax liabilities while benefit from the leasing of public lands. These 
parcels should be the lowest priority for exchange and acquisition, if at all.
Transportation. A new rail line in Little Cottonwood Canyon could have significant impacts on water quality. The Mountain Accord should consider an option for Little Cottonwood that would significantly increase bus service in the canyon (and from various valley locations) 
while diminishing vehicle traffic. This could be accomplished by instituting a toll at the canyon for high traffic times that would implement congestion pricing and convince most drivers to leave their vehicles in the valley. Connecting Alta, Brighton, and Park City via above 
ground or below ground transportation seems unnecessary and expensive. These would not realistically be mass transit solutions for the general public but rather high-priced gimmicks aimed at a very select crowd. Such transportation options should not be funded by the 
general Utah public or by the federal government. Zion National Park's shuttle system is an excellent example of an effectively-instituted mass transit system using existing infrastructure done in very short order. A bus system in Little Cottonwood Canyon should be patterned 
after this.
One Wasatch. No lifts or transportation options should be constructed that would link resorts in Park City with those in Big Cottonwood or those in Big Cottonwood with those in Little Cottonwood. Such expansions would threaten water quality, open space, habitat, and quiet 
recreation options in the Wasatch.
Snowmobiles, helicopters, and OHVs. The Mountain Accord's proposed blueprint should consider banning snowmobiles in Big Cottonwood's Guardsman Pass area. It should also end heliskiing in the Wasatch of Salt Lake County. Finally, off-highway vehicles (OHVs) should be 
prohibited in Mineral Fork. These machines create an excessive footprint for such a crowded area and can threaten water quality.
Grazing. In as much as grazing may be permitted on Forest Service lands in American Fork Canyon, the Mountain Accord should forever end that possibility and practice.
Land Protections. I strongly favor the expansion of existing wilderness areas and the creation of new wilderness areas. In addition, the Mountain Accord should designate watershed protection areas for the portions of the Wasatch that may not qualify for wilderness 
designation.
Thank you for considering these comments.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

I am emailing to voice my support for the Wasatch Backcountry Alliance position regarding the mountain accord. I hold the same position.The position statement can be found here - http://wasatchbackcountryalliance.org/2015/04/22/wasatch-backcountry-alliance-submits-
blueprint-comments-to-mountain-accord/

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

I am a Utah Native of 46 years. I have been dismayed over the years at the seemingly thoughtless ways development has happened in Utah especially concerning the Wasatch range. I am glad for the Mtn Accord and the collaborative approach to address issues affecting the 
future of the Wasatch. 
The Mountain Accord includes a proposal to permanently protect 2,150 acres of prime backcountry terrain
Improved transit i.e. better bus systems 
Maintaining the balance between user groups 
The Wasatch Range is Utah's Gem preserving it in its raw and natural state has immeasurable value not only economically but aesthetically. Businesses, tourists and relocating families  are drawn to this place because of its unique beauty and it's accessibility. If we make 
decisions that alter the current balance between user groups ie resort expansion past their current boundaries, that shits out the user groups who like to enjoy the Wasatch in a human powered fashion. If we make drastic alterations to the canyon in order to accommodate a 
possible increase in traffic without maximizing existing less invasive transit options first we risk making irreparable damage to the pristine beauty of the Wasatch. 
Please carefully consider the permanent impact of each decision made in the mtn accord process. Expand and improve bus service before you spend millions of taxpayers dollars digging a tunnel or building a train line. Seek to market skiing in the Wasatch to locals instead of 
building Wasatch One as a misguided marketing ploy to attract tourists. 
The Wasatch is perfect as is let's maintain the balance and the beauty by using minimally invasive solutions to the issues being addressed in the mtn accord process. 

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015



The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015
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Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

I am apposed to any plan to increase traffic in Big Cottonwood Canyon
I am apposed to closing the road ever for bike or running events
I am apposed to any increase in commercial business in the canyon
I am apposed to the combination of Big, and Little Cottonwood etc.
Leave the canyon just as it is  and don't do anything to it

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

I have enjoyed Bog Cottonwood Canyon for a long time.  I have an old cabin in the canyon.  I am apposed to any plan that will increase the use in the canyon.  I am apposed to increased travel up the canyon Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015
I mostly wish to express that, not surprisingly, the proposal reads like an pro-ski industry development plan that UTA got a hold of before the draft was complete. As a 24 year resident of Salt Lake City, I think the canyons are developed enough for skiing. The idea of rail lines up 
the canyons might sound sexy, but the cost far outweighs the benefit. We do not need tunnels and gondolas. Buses can get it done.
Specific comments:
1. No light rail up either Big or Little Cotton wood Canyon. Hugely expensive, dubious benefit. Buses can handle the ski traffic. In my opinion, we should adopt a "if you're a local going to the resort, mandatory bus ride" policy.
2. Light rail up Parleys might make sense in the long term, but it will only be successful if there are disincentives to drive to Park City for the average person. Simply offering a light rail alternative is not going to make everyone jump aboard; people still prefer their own vehicles. 
So you've got to somehow make it attractive or required to ride it.
3. Give it up on the ski resort connection ideas. First, the expense of skiing is already beyond the reach of a lot of people. Combined resort passes are only going to be more expensive, and only a handful of ski tourists are going to bother with trying to ski multiple resorts in a 
day.
4. NO gondolas over to Park City.
5. NO tunnels.
The Wasatch is a very compact mountain range. When I read the transit and interconnect proposals, as well as the ski resort expansion plans in the Mountain Accord, I get the feeling that people think its the French Alps or something. It is too small for all of the things you are 
proposing.
Ski area expansion is not a necessity or inevitability, no matter how much the ski industry makes it out to be. However, I will say that if they are going to expand, I do think the Accord concept of trading new resort space for new public open space on the other side of the 
road/canyon is a good one.
I am all for expanded trails, watershed protection, BUS transit, reduced vehicular traffic, and general preservation of open space in the canyons. I do not subscribe to the notion that the canyons should be used as a tool for economic development. Ski resort expansion is 
neither a necessity nor an inevitability. It is a choice. In our very compact mountain range, we should choose not to expand them. And we certainly should not choose to string them together with tunnels and gondolas.
Thanks for listening.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

Hi,
I've submitted a comment prior, but I want to reinforce my stance that while I'm strongly in favor of resort connectivity, I'm strongly against the idea of a tunnel through the mountain.
I am a resident of 84106 and work on 84060.
Thank you

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015



Balance of Ski Resort and Backcountry:  I'd like to see our current balance maintained, including keeping the Grizzly Gulch access point. I use both the backcountry and ski resorts, and love both. The backcountry seems to steadily increase in popularity, while the resorts seem a 
lot less busy than they were in previous decades. 
Ski Resort Expansion:  I'm opposed to the ski areas expanding outside their current boundaries. 
Ski Resort Development:  I'm in favor of the ski resorts improving amenities, within their existing boundaries:  lodges, parking garages, hotels, etc...  
Economic Enhancement:  I'm in favor of the the resorts, Ski Utah, and the state to increase the tourist attraction of Utah, by expanding within existing ski resort boundaries, improving Salt Lake City après ski attractions, and/or changing Utah liquor laws. 
Transportation:  I'm in favor of any environmentally and financially responsible options to improve air quality and traffic congestion in the canyons. I'd recommend charging motorists to use the canyon, like in American Fork canyon.  
Taxpayer Money:  I'm opposed to increasing the use of taxpayers' money to increase the profits of private businesses...businesses that have small numbers of employees, in the big picture of our local economy. If our ski resorts can't sell the greatest snow on earth, they have 
no hope of survival. 
Thanks

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

Greetings -
I appreciate the opportunity to submit these brief comments regarding the Mountain Accord.  First off, I have lived in Utah for more than twenty years and plan on remaining in this great State for the rest of my life.  The Wasatch Mountains and the outstanding opportunities 
they provide for solitude and primitive recreation (e.g., backcountry skiing, hiking, climbing) are one of the main reasons I live here and intend on remaining for rest of my life.
I do not want to see additional development in the Wasatch Mountains and in particular, in Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons.  There should be more, not less, opportunities to have a true "Wilderness" experience in this remarkable place.  Additional construction and 
fragmentation of the backcounty is unacceptable to me.  I frequently use (30-40 times a year) Grizzly Gulch, Emma Ridge, Silver Fork Basin (east and west bowls), and Twin Lakes Pass, to name a few of the great locations in the Wasatch, for backcountry skiing.  Trams/chair 
lifts/or the like in these beautiful areas will ruin my experience and enjoyment of these areas.  No train/trax should be built in Little Cottonwood Canyon.  
The Wasatch Mountains provide a critical source of drinking water to millions.  This fact cannot be overstated.  And despite what the promoters of One Wasatch argue; the recent expansion (over the past twenty years) has already adversely impacted water quality and 
additional development will only make this worse.  The State is well aware of countless studies to support this fact.  Faced with the real threat of climate which has already adversely impacted and will continue to impact our health, environment and economy, it makes no 
sense to take actions that will only set us up for more problems.  
Finally, fragmentation of habitat for wildlife should be avoided as much as possible.  I personally hike in the Wasatch Mountains at least 30-40 times during the Spring-Fall and in many instances, do so with the specific purpose of viewing wildlife.  I love to see coyote, elk, deer, 
moose, and other animals on these hikes; an enjoyment that is directly threatened by the proposed fragmentation of these areas.    
Thank you for considering my comments.

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

Here are my comments:
1.  NO TRAINS up the cottonwood canyons.
2.  NO EUROPE like intermountain connections.
3.  NO TRAMS connecting resorts.
4.  No ski development in Grizzly Gulch.
5.  No ski development on NORTH side of LCC.
6.  No ski development in White Pine.
7.  No ski development in Silver fork canyon BCC.
8.  PLEASE charge a fee for driving up canyons just like Millcreek. (fee to make bus services FREE) 9.  PLEASE create Bus Only lanes in the cottonwoods and EXPAND bus services.
10.  PLEASE create more parking and an intermodal transfer station at the mouth of the canyons. (replace quarry?) 11.  PLEASE PRESERVE THE WILDS OF THE WASATCH FOR FUTURE GENERATIONS.
12.  Don¹t sell out our public lands for the pockets of the ski industry.
Growth isn¹t always good!!!
13.  PLEASE create lasting preservation of lands so the arm wrestling for more development doesn¹t start again in 10-20 years...
THANK YOU!

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

The enormous Mountain Accord study seems very thorough and impressive. Because the whole project is so enormous in scope, it is wise to now break it down into smaller, do-able parts. Our interest today is Little Cottonwood Canyon.
We drove up to Snowbird on April 16. It was appalling to see the number of cars in the canyon, mostly trucks and huge SUVs with one occupant…..the driver! What devastation to watch these gas guzzling, oil dripping, space consuming vehicles….with only ONE person…. taking 
up so much precious parking space! Snowbird parking employees were magnificent trying to accommodate one more truck here and one more over there. The canyon road was packed with parked cars on BOTH sides of the road, and the Bypass road was full up beyond Ben 
Hame. What those engines do to our watershed, and those idling engines and exhaust fumes due to our air quite sickened us. But it also made us grateful that the Mountain Accord process is underway.
Some solution is needed immediately for Little Cottonwood Canyon. People at Snowbird all day were complaining about: why isn’t there a Mountain Rail serving these resorts? They are correct.
So many “environmentalists” are against a train, surely  mistakenly visualizing an Amtrak train going up/down the canyon!! Yesterday, we took the train serving Sugarhouse. It is electric, quiet, non invasive, and efficient.  Its single track reminds me of the 
Swiss/French/Austrian/Italian/Japanese alpine trains which so efficiently serve high alpine villages. Efficiently spaced out are second tracks used just for up/down passing. These are quiet mass transit carriers efficiently bringing skiers and hikers and guests up into the 
mountains. If they are successfully used in places like Hong Kong and Rio De Janiero, why not Salt Lake City? 
Anyone who has not witnessed one of these amazing forms of travel needs to go to the Alps to witness their efficiency before speaking out against their usage.
Carbon footprint issues absolutely demand rail for mass transit.  Using buses on the steep canyon roads cannot be favored over rail when frequent avalanche closures occur.  Most buses leave a carbon footprint and have a relatively short life when compared to railways so 
they are not the long range solution; however, until the train system is installed, buses can be used, and there should be a moratorium or a set limit on the number of single occupant vehicles in the canyon. Once we understand the need to carpool or bus up Little Cottonwood 
Canyon, the public will rejoice over the quiet one-track rail system so popular throughout the world.  
Holding up the Mountain Accord Process is the connection with Big Cottonwood and Park City. Let’s install the Little Cottonwood train first to prove how efficient and popular it will be before we must commit to a huge regional plan, particularly building extensive tunnels. To 
seriously address Carbon Footprint, let’s instead do an aerial lift system to easily bring people from Heber/Midway to Alta.  

Salt Lake City, UT 4/30/2015

Mountain Accord People:  thank you for undertaking this important task and thank you for asking for comments from the lay public. I hope wisdom prevails in the decisions that will be made on this project...wisdom that protects our priceless natural wonders well into the 
future...and beyond. 
My stance on the issue is simple:  We must preserve the beauty, water sheds and related natural amenities of the Central Wasatch Mountains.  They are the icon, the backdrop of Salt Lake Valley, the awe-inspring setting for all the beauty shots you've all seen in photos, videos 
and promotional materials.  They are the very reason Salt Lake Valley exists and thrives today.  For the Wasatch Back, the these mountains' offerings are the lifeblood, the reason several places (Park City) thrive.  To do ANYTHING to jeopardize these natural wonders would be 
economic, environmental, aesthetic and recreational suicide  -- not to mention short-sighted.  
Not every beautiful natural site -- winter or summer -- has to be easily accessible to everybody.  Not everyone can float Cataract Canyon or climb Mt. Timpanogos.  Many/most things/places must be left NATURAL or as natural as possible so that people can look on in wonder, 
dream, fantasize and marvel at the NATURAL beauty before them. Think Yellowstone Park. That won't be  possible with gondola cable cars, towers, mid-mountain restaurants, switch-back trails gouged in  a once-pristine mountain slope, or adjacent to a soothing canyon creek 
that runs unimpeded now.  
Yes, we are "loving our canyons to death", but wise stewardship will balance that love of the beauty with the growing crowds that want to visit, ski, picnic, hike, photograph, and wonder about.  That will not be the case with light rail running up and down Little Cottonwood 
Canyon... And if it were, where would all the crowds ski? The layout of the canyon directs its limitations.  Listen to nature.  The ski experiences of Alta and Snowbird would be ruined by overcrowding, thus we'd be "killing the goose (natural wonder, remoteness, open space, 
natural beauty) that is laying the golden egg." Ditto for Big Cottonwood Canyon. 
Go slow with developing your plans, with whatever development is absolutely necessary (I can't imagine what that would be), go wisely, and do not allow the all mighty dollar be your guide, but that deep-down feeling in your heart. 


Salt Lake City, UT 5/1/2015



Dear Accord,
I don't know how the exceptional labors, insights, and publications of Mountain Accord have escaped me.  Indeed it is my error to have
not contributed to the dialogue much earlier.  However...and for what it is worth...here is my meagre contribution after having enjoyed many hours, days, months and years of  "learning," patiently listening to, traveling with, and camaraderie with Leon Hansen the Father of 
the Multi-Purpose, Multi-Use, Super Tunnel concept.  If one knew Leon and his white hot focus on the tunnel, the word "patiently" is easily understood.
"Light rail transit(LRT)in exclusive guideway up Little Cottonwood Canyon to the Park City area, 
including tunnel connections between Alta, Big Cottonwood Canyon and Park City."
The foregoing is an encouraging quote from the study.  The most  "exclusive guideway" would be a master tunnel with Draper as the portal into the "front" with respective branches to access all ski areas and Park City proper. There is Global precedent for such tunneling.  Such 
precedent has been expressed repeatedly in its very early conceptualization by Master Geologist Leon Hansen ... deceased.
There are many of us who believe that a "Multi-Purpose, Multi-Use, Super Tunnel" would remediate if not eliminate most environmental concerns and create a cornucopia of economic activity and opportunity.   The father of the Utah Tunnel concept is Leon Hansen.  Leon was 
a Masters degree level geologist who had a lifelong working relationship with the Greater Park City Mining District of Utah.   Leon has held senior positions with several large, international, mining enterprises.
There exists a repository of proprietary data that confirms the existence of precious metals resources that equal or exceed what have already been recovered from the mining district prior to its closure.  Mining was halted decades ago because the metals resources were 
impacted and impounded by water in the mines.  Leon believed that the water in the mines is a resource even more precious than the remaining gold and silver reserves.  If the waters are recovered, the metals can also again be recovered.
Synopsis:
The Utah Tunnel will be a tunnel like many other long, long tunnels…New York-85; Sweden-51; Japan-33; Moscow-25; Madrid-25; Finland-74; LOETSCHBERG-21; Chunnel-31; Utah Tunnel-21 
The Utah Tunnel would also be 21 miles long and most like the LOETSCHBERG tunnel. 
Loetschberg is the longest land tunnel (21Miles) in the world.The Loetschberg  tunnel took eight years to build and cost $3.5 billion. The Loetschberg tunnel transports skiers to Swiss resorts more quickly. 
The  Utah Tunnel would be a multipurpose/multi use resource. It will Convey…Water…Strategic minerals…Tourist transit to world class ski and recreational resorts…and other economic benefits to all of the citizens of Utah.  The  Utah Tunnel…it can be done…during 
economically difficult times. The famous symbols of recovery in the West during the Depression included: Hoover Dam, Grand Coulee Dam, The San Francisco Bay Bridge and the Golden Gate Bridge.” The Utah Tunnel will develop the following resources: 
Water…Multi-Millions of gallons from aquifers under and around the Uinta and Wasatch mountains recovered.  Strategic minerals…$0,000,000,000 (at thousands of dollars an ounce) of water locked, precious metals (gold, silver etc.)  resources freed!!!.  Travel to ski and 
recreational areas… rapid, uncongested, and safe transit from the airport and other points to resort areas developed. Hydro and Geothermal power…other economic benefits… 
The tunnel from Draper to Park City will pass under three of Utah’s most famous ski resorts.  The plan is to connect those resorts with the tunnel thereby ensuring safe and rapid transportation from the Salt Lake International Airport to the resorts.   It is our understanding that 
there is an existing railroad right of way from Draper to the Airport.
Submitted respectfully 


Salt Lake City, UT 5/1/2015

Dear Committee,
To begin, thank you for your consideration of our input and comments. I hope that the comments you've received about your work have been mature and articulate, and, if so, I trust that you will take them very seriously as the words of a democratic citizenry vitally invested in 
this place.
As an individual citizen so connected to the Wasatch landscape, ecosystem, and economy, I have two main topics of concern: water use and protection, and public funds vs. wilderness fiber.
Especially in the wake of the dramatic 2014-2015 winter snow shortage in Utah and across the West, it is not at all out of the realm of possibility that Utah may need adopt a water rationing model like the one California put in place this year. In light of such a possibility, it is 
hugely unfair for private-profit ski resorts to plan to increase their use of water for increased snowmaking operations on expanded terrain while Utah residents are asked to consider ways to conserve water in their homes, on public green spaces, and on agricultural lands. For 
the ski industry in Utah to plan an increased use of water in the Wasatch Mountains is short-sighted and ecologically irresponsible, and ski resorts should not be allowed to expand without more seriously addressing the issue. In that same vein, I have major misgivings about 
how plans put forth by the Mountain Accord will affect the key watershed environment of the Wasatch Mountains. The reports about how tunnels, trains, and other proposed transportation changes in LCC and BCC will affect runoff paths and watershed preservation are not 
sufficiently researched or considered. This seems an immense oversight and grossly neglects the life-sustaining importance of water in the increasingly dry climatological reality of the West. While transportation does need to change in the Cottonwood Canyons, any large-scale 
project needs to perform much more comprehensive study of effects on the watershed before being seriously considered. 
I'm concerned about the proposed use of taxpayer monies to support private industry. I'm irked by the elevation of interests of corporate ski areas in contrast to those of independent citizens who reside in this place. And while I understand the economic motivation to grow 
Utah's tourism sector, I do not value it more than the need to preserve the ecosystem and landscape Utahns call home. Proposed underground ski resort connect systems, while perhaps enticing to potential visitors, critically alter a natural landscape in our backyard with huge 
taxpayer cost and ill-researched ecological effects. Ease of transportation between ski areas in the Cottonwood Canyons and the Park City area using ski lifts or tunnels, while perhaps attractive to out-of-state-owned corporate interests like Vail, sacrifices wilderness experience 
for those who seek it (for local and visiting recreators). The mountain environment and wilderness fiber of the Wasatch has drawn and continues to attract new Utah residents in growing numbers. The plans set forth for responsibly planning development of the mountain 
industries needs to promote, also, the protection of public lands. Failure to do so could quite simply destroy the core nature of the Wasatch Mountains as a place to enjoy democratic and free access to open alpine lands. Small parcels have been delegated for protection, but 
I'd appreciate more language and proof that this value is being seriously considered.
Thank you very much for your time and attention paid to this important project defining the future health and balance of my home environment. I wish the committee the best of luck moving forward.

Salt Lake City, UT 5/1/2015

Thank you for accepting comments on the concept of Mountain Accord, as well as the different ideas and concepts as laid out in the materials available at the Mountain Accord Website. It's clear that there has been a lot of great work and critical thought put into the process.
I want to focus my comments on 3 areas of the Accord: need for change, transportation in and around the Tri-Canyon area, and development in the tri-canyon area proper (Millcreek, Big Cottonwood and Little Cottonwood Canyons).
First, there is an obvious need to address the environmental, transportation, recreation, and to a lesser extent the economic systems in the Tri-Canyon areas. The ever increasing numbers of cars, users, and impacts are having a negative effect on all of the systems the Accord 
describes. Good job for pulling all of the systems together into one conversation. I agree with the need to evaluate how each of these systems are affected. 
I do think that the Accord should rank the systems in an order so that weight can be given to the different systemic factors that proposals and ideas directly affect. For instance, the systems are all treated equally now, but which system is most irreversibly altered if one or more 
systems are favored? Specifically, if the economic system is favored at the expense of the environmental system, there is no reversing the detrimental effects on the environment, though the economic system may succeed wildly. So, the environmental system should be given 
primary consideration when evaluating the ideas and scenarios moving forward. After the Environmental system, i suggest ranking Recreation, then Transportation, and finally the Economic. Without healthy systems in either of the first 2 systems, then the economic system 
declines and we are left with dead tourism market. The Transportation system needs to comply with and support the goals of the first-ranked systems.
As for transportation systems: At this point, I think a system that uses Rapid Bus Transit in Parley's Millcreek and Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons is crucial. We need to couple a vastly improved bus service with disincentivised personal auto use in at least the Tri-Canyons. 
Far too many single occupant trips are made in these canyons, leading to congestion on the roads, trailheads, parking areas. Notice there is little congestion one users get on the mountain. If users had dependable, functional (users could transport skis, luggage, bikes, climbing 
gear, hiking gear, etc), frequent, and affordable bus service up the canyons, why would we drive alone in our cars? If convenience is removed as the impetus for single occupant vehicle trips and is replaced with a comfortable, dependable bus with more stops in each of the 
Canyons for recreationists to embark/disembark, then the incentive to drive alone is gone. Couple increased, rapid bus service with a fee system for driving alone up the canyon, and the incentive to carpool or ride rapid transit is even greater. This idea should be the primary 
proposal considered. It is MUCH less expensive than building light rail up LCC, and likely able to move just as many people, assuming the transfer hubs were designed correctly to support the primary mode of transit. Also, we have an opportunity NOW to see how that solution 
will play out for the future. We can pilot such a program in the near future, not wait 10 years. UTA needs to be on board, as does UDOT, the Ski Resorts, and most importantly the individual recreationist/guest who visits the mountains.
When construction of light rail is analyzed in the LCC to BCC to Park City line, the total costs of that system, how it will be funded, how it will operate, and how it will be paid for all need to be disclosed in clear, concise detail. Any transit solution that seeks to connect the Tri-
Canyon area with the Wasatch Back is going to have unintended consequences that need to be creatively considered and disclosed in environmental analyses. 
Finally, development in the Tri-Canyon area is a critical piece of the Environment and Economy picture. Development in the canyons ranges from expanding resort boundaries, building more single-family homes in the canyons, to building more lodging in the canyons. I would 
like to weigh in against some ideas and in favor of some ideas. Many of those ideas I am in favor of are not popular among many of the preservationists in the region, but they appear to me to be political realities when asking for conservation measures to prevent other kinds 
of development.
First, no ski resort boundaries should be expanded, above the base areas. There is not a need to accommodate more skier traffic on the hill at our resorts. The skier/snowboarder numbers around the world are not increasing, they are flat or decreasing. The sport has simply 
become too expensive for more and more people to participate in, let alone travel to Utah from other locations. We (the resorts in Utah) are competing with other established resorts in CO, Europe and the Eastern US. True, prime weekends lead to some life lines at Utah 
resorts, but it's still far less crowded here than in other ski areas around the country, and world. In exchange for no resort boundary expansion, I actually do favor allowing resorts to purchase at fair market value some  small areas of public lands at the resort bases so that 
resorts can build additional lodging, employee housing, transit exchanges. 
I also think the USFS should allow resorts to add lifts, and on-mountain development within ski areas currently within the boundaries leased by resorts from the US Forest Service. I think that also means resorts should be allowed to build facilities, features, activities that are 
able to be used during the summer (such as lift-served mountain biking, outdoor concert venues, zip lines; even Mountain Coasters, and yes, I pinched my nose when I typed that).
These are primary thoughts at the beginning of what will be a long conversation about the issues at hand in the Accord. It is difficult for a working stiff to write all the thoughts I have about the proposals. I would like to thank you for considering my comments.

Salt Lake City, UT 5/1/2015



To whom it may concern: 
I'm writing to express my general support for the Wasatch Backcountry Alliance's position with regard to the mountain accord process and proposal. 
My main concerns as both a resort pass holder and backcountry user are the impacts that proposed resort expansion, private development, and new transportation infrastructure will have on the remaining public lands and natural resources in and around The cottonwood 
canyons. I would like to see grizzly gulch remain a place for public human powered recreation. I am concerned about the impacts that a train tunnel may have on LCC from the increased use it will bring. Buses seem to be a more palatable option if increased parking lots can be 
developed  I'm opposed to any connection that crosses the crest   


Salt Lake City, UT 5/1/2015

First, I would like to commend the Mountain Accord for its inclusive and forwarding looking process.  As one of the few cities in the United States with easy access to some of the greatest mountain terrain, it is critical that this invaluable resource be managed so that it retains 
its viability into the future for the public good.
That said, I do not think the Mountain Accord factors in how climate change will affect the public’s future use of the Wasatch Mountains.  One critical need will be water resources because water will be (and already is) an essential component in Salt Lake City’s sustainability, 
future development and livability.  Any future plans must, therefore, first and foremost preserve and protect the watershed. 
The transportation component of Mountain Accord seems to focus on the need of the ski industry.  I question whether there will be growth in the ski industry much beyond what it is today.  The price of lift tickets and the cost of ski equipment already make ski sports 
unaffordable to many Utahns and visitors alike.  The diminution of snowfall (e.g., no Spring snow projected by 2100) and the need for man-made snow will not attract even the most affluent and avid skiers.  Moreover, man-made snow will put excess demands on scarce water 
resources.  
Second, I oppose tunnels and a train up the canyon.  Even at the preliminary stage, these plans are grandiose and extraordinarily expensive and seem to be based on the perceived needs of the ski industry.  The costs would undoubtedly be put on the Utah taxpayer.  Such a 
specialized project benefiting a few may not even attract federal funds.  A better use could be made with such a huge expenditure by improving transportation for the Salt Lake City metro area to the mountains. 
There are more efficient and affordable ways to enhance transportation up the canyons.  For example, a third bi-directional lane could be added so that there would be two lanes for traffic to travel during peak periods.  A more efficient and dedicated bus system makes more 
sense and would not create the visual scar or environmental damage as would a train or tunnels.
Third, I support the concept of land swaps, which is a much more efficient system for all than protracted litigation.  But I only support the concept if land deeded to the public is given the highest environmental and non-developmental protection available.  Clustering 
development around  the base of existing ski resorts and limiting the footprint of future development so that contiguous wilderness area can be created and preserved should be an overarching goal.
Thank you for giving the public the opportunity to comment on this early stage of the process.

Salt Lake City, UT 5/1/2015

Mountain Accord Comments
What I am okay with…
I am okay with elements that seek to protect and limit development in the Wasatch high country and even with the privatization of some of the public land to support the commercialization of ski resorts. I don’t have enough information (or have not be able to review) to 
understand the calculus of this exchange but conceptually it’s okay for me.
What I am not okay with…
I am concerned and frankly appalled by the proposal to augment the transportation system – with light rail, tunnels and gondolas.  This is an absolutely a disastrous plan.
We are facing profound changes and considerable uncertainty on many levels.  Climate change, draughts, inversions…all of which have profound implications on growth scenarios. I just don’t support the notion that we are a 6 million person state in few years. There are limits 
to our growth.  I am suspect of growth projections that assume current trends when there is so much about the current circumstances that could depress growth.
I recognize that the proposed infrastructure requires careful planning and massive amounts of capital – and therefore has a long gestation. But it seems to me that the sort of development suggested in the plan would be absolutely immutable. Light rail up canyons, tunnels 
through mountains, sky links (or whatever the euphemism now) connecting canyons all seem like reasonable alternatives to more cars, more congestion, more pollution – but for the fact that they profoundly change the unique characteristics of these canyons. In fact, the 
congestion and gridlock experienced today serves to retard use.
So here is an example of why building infrastructure to move more people, more efficiently and with less noise and pollution is a pyrrhic achievement.  Fifteen of twenty years ago, Zion National Park created a sensible, thoughtful and collaborative plan with the gateway 
community of Springdale to restrict automobiles and to require access via shuttle. The benefits are huge – cars out of the canyon, less noise, less pollution, awards and plaudits for forward thinking. But alas, the previous system had a built in pressure release, limited parking. If 
visitors did not have parking options they would not visit that particular trail. The shuttle system circumvents the parking barrier and as a result, the trails are hammered and to some extent the visitor experience of “nature” is lost.
My fear is that by eliminating the natural barrier to entry, we have the potential to absolutely destroy the naturalness, beauty and resilience of these remarkable canyons. I fear that the Wasatch will become a sterile – almost artificial urban park.
I am also concerned about the plan to make more water available for snowmaking. I fear that this will become increasingly the rule. As we build up the expectations for our ski industry by connecting all resorts in three canyons – it will require even more water for more 
snowmaking to support the economic imperative of these massive resorts. That we will have more concerns about water for municipal uses is quite apparent. Why would we want to build in an expectation based upon an economic imperative that is created by this accord 
(more grand skiing opportunities in Utah) that limits our municipal water needs. 
In my opinion, this plan, this accord is half baked and its assumptions seem to be structured to drive towards solutions that will only exacerbate the problem. Some land exchanges that offer privatization of small forest service lands – great – establish a more viable resort 
option at the base for the existing ski areas, as I fear that their summer seasons will be longer in the future.  Let’s work to actually protect the naturalness of our canyons – maybe recognize that they have a carrying capacity and find ways to actually find solutions that protect 
this most precious resource. 

Salt Lake City, UT 5/1/2015

Introduction
The concepts within the Mountain Accord are sufficiently vague causing an overall concern that any support for the concepts is premature.  Understanding the complexity of planning that will be necessary for implementing the varied aspects considered by Mountain Accord, 
the very premise of the Mountain Accord its process is concerning as well.  Taking a broad swath of land and jurisdictions and allowing a select group (partially made up of for profit companies whose bottom line will be benefitted by the outcome) to come to consensus on how 
these areas should be planned, circumvents the public process.  It applies undue pressure and influence to any project by project analysis and public hearing that subsequently occurs.  
Most visioning processes, though useful in understanding broad concerns and needs, often fail to implement with integrity the environmental or community benefits envisioned by these processes.  Too many visioning efforts result in the economic development and 
transportation elements getting funded and moving forward while meaningful preservation is sidelined, partially accomplished, left to chance or worse development occurs instead.  
Land preservation and Watershed protection needs to be the highest priority for all those at the table.  It is fundamental to long term economic vitality and should not be undermined by short term economic concerns as the recreational opportunity, clean water and 
environmental health once compromised cannot be replaced. Transportation solutions should not be driving the process.  It is disheartening to see the scoping document appear on the register indicating that Transportation solutions will drive the process and further 
questions the validity and viability of the process.
Land Swaps—Having protected land from development for the past 25 years, anytime there is discussion regarding taking protected land and making it developable there are concerns.  The bar needs to be sufficiently high, so that this idea does not become routine.  This land 
swap has the potential to set a dangerous precedent.  Consideration should be given not just to the amount of acreage being swapped but also the relative development potential, the planning and zoning currently existing and the eventual development considerations given to 
the property.  Additionally a concept which has been part of other federal regulatory process is that it shouldn’t be a one to one match but rather a ratio where there is a several fold increase of protected land. 
Additional protections for already protected land—Additional layers of protection for already protected land is fundamentally a good thing.  Utah Open Lands has long held that conservation easements are critical as a layer of defense and protection when land is purchased or 
zoned as open space.  With this said no one would pay a full market value for a piece of land that had already had the development rights stripped away.  Whatever the additional layer of protection turns out to be whether it be Wilderness designation or something similar the 
trade off should be commensurate with the recognition that it is protected already and therefore trade offs should not be considered as if the land protected was somehow in danger of being developed.
Economic Centers or Transit Oriented Development—this concept in theory is dynamic and should aid in reducing air pollution, traffic congestion and create walkable communities.  In practice there are several concerns. Blindly supporting this concept without proper regard 
for the consequence of how these areas actually get rezoned and the potential lawsuits that it might open up is foolhardy.  The concept of economic centers is troubling as most of these communities lack requisite and appropriate ordinances to ensure that these centers, 
which will necessarily benefit the landowners within these centers, will actually provide a benefit to the community reversing decades of positive planning in which clustered developments or upzoned properties had to provide multiple community benefits.  There are several 
examples in the Salt Lake Valley where transit oriented developments resulted in a windfall to developers with no community benefits, so a very poor precedent, by one of the leading agencies in this process, as already been set.  By way of example one project was originally 
zoned 1 unit per acre and once a transit oriented development was planned it was rezoned with unlimited height and unlimited density.  
Train or transportation solution—A recent New York Times article explored the train versus bus transportation solution in many cities.  The conclusion, buses are not as sexy but they are more efficient, are not fixed and therefore can actually accommodate a ridership that gets 
people where they need to go and are more cost effective.  We are not Europe we are a car centered community which suggests that buses accommodate the need better. A train that aims to solve a transportation problem that exists perhaps 20 days out of any given year in 
the cottonwood canyons, doesn’t make sense.  A train in the canyons will not pay for itself in ridership and therefore will potentially increase undesirable development as a means to finance shortfalls.  Current fares are too costly to truly capture the family of four wanting to 
recreate in the mountains.  $5 per trip -- $40 for the day will not be cost effective for any family.  Additionally, as climate change alters current recreational pursuits in ways we may not be able to envision a bus line will be far more adaptive to those changes than a fixed 
solution.

Salt Lake City, UT 5/1/2015



Public Comment on Mountain Accord
Our Wasatch Canyons: Protecting What Cannot be Replaced May 1, 2015
I spent my childhood summers hiking the trails around Brighton, including numerous treks to Lake Solitude. After not walking those trails for many years, I took my grandsons on a hike to the lake. We saw a moose on the hillside, took in the scent of the pines, and passed a few 
families also enjoying the walk. As we reached our destination, however, instead of the pristine lake I remembered, what caught my eye was a deeply-rutted, muddy service road—a scar running up the mountain from Solitude Resort. A rusted snowcat was parked in front of 
us. The unexpected collision of development and nature was jarring,
I didn’t even notice the lake.
I’m not against ski resorts—skiing the Wasatch has enhanced the lives of all of us who have been lucky enough to participate. But the experience at Lake Solitude made it clear that, although development can provide ways to enjoy the canyon, it can also destroy the very things 
we value most about being there. We need to be aware of what we’re creating, pay attention to the consequences, and work together to find sensible balance between development, and preserving the natural state of the spectacular canyons that are our backyard. Once an 
area is developed, it is forever changed. It will never go back to a natural state.
And this brings me to the Mountain Accord.
I attended the public meeting at Cottonwood High School in Salt Lake City. I was surprised and impressed to observe how the panelists responded to questions from those attending and comments from each other. I expected more rancor, but it was obvious that the process 
that has been used over these many months has resulted in a group of people with diverse priorities for the Wasatch to be able to have a civil dialogue. Very surprising—and refreshing. Hopeful.
My priority in our Wasatch canyons is to preserve and protect our watershed and not take on any development projects that could put it at risk. There are suggestions in the Mountain Accord plan to tunnel through some of the mountains to connect the various resorts, along 
with building interconnected ski lifts, and restricting cars in the Cottonwood canyons to provide a transportation solution for the unsustainable amount of traffic there. I have also heard that in order to forever protect and preserve additional wild land, other land would be 
given up to development. But the bottom line is that we all have a responsibility to be stewards of these canyons--to protect them from development that would threaten what we love most about them.
Local leaders want to develop policies to solve our canyon transportation challenges and guide future decision making about development on public lands in the Wasatch Canyons. They need our support. But our government needs to keep protection of our watershed the 
highest priority. And we all need to value how incredibly rare it is to live in a metropolitan area where 20 minutes later, we can be hiking a pristine trail in the Wasatch Mountains.
Utah nature writer Stephen Trimble, in a recent article in “High Country News” asks, “What should we do with our blink of time?” To paraphrase his response: “We must think hard about consequences. We can act with hubris…or we can deal with the extraordinary 
opportunity of our few decades on Earth with restraint…acutely aware that we must act with care if our natural world is to flourish.”
I agree.

Salt Lake City, UT 5/1/2015

I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity Salt Lake City, UT 5/1/2015
To whom it may concern, 
The results of the Mountain Accord process should emphasize maintaining and preserving the biological integrity of the Wasatch Mountains. The Wasatch Mountains are more than a source for recreation and and economic growth, they are a place of quiet and solace located 
just outside of our bustling city. They are the headwaters for our watershed and the primary reason we choose to call this calley our home. 
For many of us who are not members of the dominant religion, these mountains are also our place of worship - they are where we go to interact with wildlife, to look into ourselves, to preserve the sanity that seems always under attack by the noises, grime, and soot of our 
populated city and suburbs. A premium should be placed on conservation of these fragile ecosystems and no scenario should be considered which in any way weakens or negatively effects protection of these unique and precious areas. 
In every circumstance expansion of the ski resorts should not be allowed and further urbanization and development of the canyons - including greater access through rail expansion, tunnels, and ariel transportation - should be restricted. 
Under no scenario should the interests of ski resorts be prioritized. They have proven themselves poor caretakers of our mountains - just witness Hidden Peak. While I enjoy skiing with my family at the resorts, our experiences as skiers and the fleeting joy that comes with 
taking a quick run should by no means be prioritized, seen as being of greater benefit, or held to be of greater value than the more important aim of preserving the long term health of the watershed and preserving the biological integrity of these unique mountains. 
Thank you for your time. 


Salt Lake City, UT 5/1/2015

To whom it may concern,
We own property on Church Road adjoining Solitude Ski Area in Big Cottonwood Canyon.  The property owners on Church Road will be negatively impacted by the expansion of the ski area unless several issues are resolved.
1). The realignment of the Honeycomb Return chairlift will allow many more skiers access into Honeycomb Canyon.  Currently, many skiers now leave Solitude Ski Area boundaries and ski down Church Road to return to the resort.  Back country skiers currently access the 
Meadow Chutes area via Church Road as well.  Church Road is a single lane road, much of which is privately owned and is now currently privately maintained.   Back county  and resort skier traffic  create a safety hazard for the skiers as well as drivers and the dangers will 
increase unless the road is improved to allow both vehicle and skier traffic.  This improvement must be included in any resort expansion.
2) Backcountry skiers leave both garbage and human waste in both Honeycomb and Silver Fork Canyons.  Garbage disposal and restroom facilities is needed currently and must be addressed in any expansion plans.
Generally, we support the plans, but considerations to local residents and property owners must be considered.

Salt Lake City, UT 5/1/2015

Hi,
The Mountain Accord web site is tough for me to navigate, so I'm just going to send a basic plea on behalf of wilderness.  I am in support of better trails through the Wasatch, but fewer roads and fewer ski connections and structures.  Please prioritize keeping it quiet in the 
mountains.  
Thanks

Salt Lake City, UT 5/1/2015

Ski area connectivity would definitely help Utah's economy. Therefore, I support ONE Wasatch. Salt Lake City, UT 5/1/2015
I sent a few thoughts in yesterday and would like to add just one other thing:
Whatever else happens, please don’t let them put a lift up Grizzly Gulch!
Thanks for your consideration.

Salt Lake City, UT 5/1/2015

I believe the economies and sustainable development of the Wasatch Front and the Wasatch Back are directly linked to environmental protection, environmental health, and land preservation.  Businesses move to Salt Lake City and Park City because of our high quality of life, 
access to diverse mountain recreation, and access to undeveloped backcountry experiences.  Business and tourists avoid Salt Lake City and Park City because of poor air quality along the Wasatch Front.  Professionals and entrepreneurs are beginning to leave the Wasatch Front 
due to serious public health concerns with air quality.  
I am concerned that the "Economy System" is not reflective of the true Watatch Front and Wasatch Back economy.  The economy system focuses on tourism and prioritizes growing tourism.  The economy of Salt Lake City is much more diverse and should be reflected in the 
goals and vision of Mountain Accord.  I am concerned that the Mountain Accord has become a "transportation" plan to benefit moving tourists between ski resorts.  
I strongly oppose an interconnect between the environmentally sensitive Cottonwood Canyons and Park City including tunnels, rail, enhanced roads, and aerial lifts.  Tourists do not come to Salt Lake City and Park City to ride unnecessary and gimmicky aerial lifts or rail 
interconnects. The environmental cost of such interconnect is significant.  The loss of dispersed backcountry experiences is significant with such an interconnect. The economic benefits of such an interconnect are over stated and benefit a select few.  
I support an enhanced bus-based transportation for the Cottonwood Canyons and oppose any rail options for the Cottonwood Canyons.  The Cottonwood Canyons are extremely sensitive environments, and I am concerned about the impact of rail on Little Cottonwood 
Canyon.  I support actions and fees that would encourage bus use and discourage auto use in the Cottonwood Canyons.  I support user fees that would benefit preservation including private land transfer.
I support private land transfers to further preservation actions in Grizzly Gulch.
I oppose further boundary expansion of ski areas in the Cottonwood Canyons.  A balance between resort, backcountry, and land preservation has been reached in the Cottonwood Canyons.
I support further consideration of rail and enhanced bus options serving the Airport to Park City area via I-80 corridor.  It is practically impossible to take public transportation from Salt Lake City to Park City.    
I support further consideration of bus rapid transit and light rail along the Summit County connectors.

Salt Lake City, UT 5/1/2015

After careful review of multiple stages of the Blueprint, I feel that I must make my voice heard on this issue. I have lived in the SL Valley for nearly a decade, and have spent much of my time enjoying the Wasatch. I have also watched privatization of our natural resources 
happen with regard to our rivers and streams, and I fear that by compromising the values of preservation within such a treasured and highly frequented resource as the Wasatch, we will be setting ourselves down a path that is regrettable in 30, 50, or 100 years from now.
That is not to say that I disagree with the blueprint in its entirety, as there are still many aspects of it that I find favorable, particularly the use of a Mountain Rail. However, I must say that the sentiments expressed by the Wasatch Backcountry Alliance are congruent with my 
own views, and at this current juncture I cannot support the Mountain Accord Blueprint.
Please consider the WBA letter as though it were my own:
http://wasatchbackcountryalliance.org/2015/02/12/wasatch-backcountry-alliance-official-response-mountain-accords-cottonwood-task-force-blueprint/

Salt Lake City, UT 5/1/2015



Although they are coming in at the last moment, please accept my personal comments on your process and evaluation of alternatives as you make what will be a most important decision on the future of the Wasatch we all enjoy and utilize. I'm writing free-hand and without 
notes and "suggested bullet points" from any interest group involved in the process, so this is all from the heart and based on my personal experiences in the Wasatch over the years.
I'm 51 years old and grew up in Cottonwood Heights between the Cottonwood Canyons. Since I was a kid, I've hiked throughout the canyons for the sheer pleasure of getting away, at first from adults, and nowadays from my busy work life. I use the canyons for escape and to 
find a place I can enjoy away from my urban existence. I use them to get in touch with my drinking water source, to observe and somehow bond with wildlife, to recreate in the form of snowshoeing in the winter and hiking in the summer, to breathe clean air, and most of all to 
get into the wilderness our predecessors so wisely set aside. 
I believe the most important thing you should consider in your evaluation and decision making is the expansion and addition of more wilderness areas. Wilderness is the reason we have a clean drinking water supply for our growing citizenry. Without designating what 
wilderness we have back in the 1980s, we could very well be facing a lot more development in the canyons today which would be placing an increased risk to our quality of water due to sedimentation that comes with development as well as water quantity from those extra 
canyon users. Without designating those wilderness areas back then, we would have no places where the ski resorts didn't punch their lifts into quiet winter back bowls in our canyons. Without wilderness we lose the opportunity to challenge ourselves against nature right 
outside  our own backyard. Without wilderness we become less human. Just knowing that it's there is good enough for me -- I don't have to go there and make use of it -- it's valuable simply as idea, or as Wallace Stegner wrote in 1961, "it's part of the Geography of Hope."
I'm a preservationist and I think your decision should place preservation and conservation above all other factors. We only have one group of mountains outside our urban area -- losing more portions to development is a permanent decision that can't be reversed. The forces 
of development will always have an interest in growth, but through this process, you can hold that growth to the 2015 level, which is already enough. To the forces and interests who wish to make our mountains an even larger industrial playground so they can use the 
mountains as they see fit, complete with trains, gondolas, tunnels, One Wasatch, etc. I say enough is enough. We've already endured years of ski industry dominance of our canyons. They are responsible for the increased traffic and problems associated with even more 
industrialized growth in the canyons -- your decision on Mountain Accord shouldn't make the matter worse. Yes, I favor limitations on development and growth of the ski resorts and whatever plans they have to continue "building out" their infrastructure that caters to the 
wealthy. They have enough already. We don't need to "compete" with European resorts as a destination. Let Europe be Europe, and let Colorado and Vail, etc. be themselves. We don't have to cow-tow to moneyed interests just to be big like those other places. Utah resorts 
should be unique, small and cater to that audience. You don't have to agree to their wishes and demands and I urge you to err on the side of caution and conservation. It's a decision your grandchildren would appreciate.

Salt Lake City, UT 5/1/2015

I am a 20 year resident of Salt Lake City and have spent hundreds of days recreating in the central Wasatch. My favorite activities include backcountry skiing, backcountry snowboarding, snowshoeing, mountaineering, climbing, hiking, and backpacking. I also do enjoy the 
amenities of the local Wasatch resorts and usually spend a couple of days riding the lifts each season as well. However, my main interest is in self-powered activities that allow me to experience the wildness of the Wasatch. I am very concerned about the continual, encroaching 
development in the Wasatch. I have read the Mountain Accord documents and kept abreast of the process and would like to provide my comments.
I strongly disapprove of any plan to provide an interconnection between Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons and Park City. I strongly disapprove of the construction or expansion of any new roadways or tunnels to provide an interconnection in the Wasatch. My concern is that 
there will be significant impacts to the environment and the remaining wild character of the central Wasatch. There would be significant impact to dispersed user group. So much of the central Wasatch is already developed and subject to motorized vehicle use. I strongly 
support keeping the central Wasatch free from further development of any interconnect, as this will have significant immediate impact, and the cumulative long-term impact is unknown. 
Thank you for considering my input into this process. 

Salt Lake City, UT 5/1/2015

I have provided comments before at gatherings and I was told to repeat those comments to ensure that they are recorded.
These are my comments regarding the Mountain  Accord Plan proposal:
In general, the Plan appears to be overly costly and assumes the availability of funding.  There is a limited amount of government public projects money available that should have created a more realistic project plan.  If one billion is somehow acquired to build the tunnel and 
cog railway, then other mass transit services in the Salt Lake Valley will be hurt.  That has happened in the past.  In addition, these projects should compete with other projects with respect to cost effectiveness (cost per passenger) of transit.  Note that some cog railways in the 
U.S. charge $30+ per passenger and that is on top of the project cost.  That cost is unreasonable and an inefficient use of funding.
Also a cog railway will probably be electric due to the residents'
concern about noise in the canyon.  That will require power lines and rail power lines that will destroy the views of canyon visitors.
Widening the roadway would provide a better and more cost effective way to get people up and down the canyons.  Widening the shoulders for bicyclists would also help safety and be more cost effective than making the bike lanes able to handle big vehicles.  Shoulders don't 
need to have a thick construction and can have deeper ridges to warn drivers if they are going onto the shoulder/bikeway.  Bus service needs to be available year round and not be special for skiers.  The canyons get visitors all year round.  Buses should allow/encourage more 
bicyclists.
Instead of big projects, simple and cheap proposals are a better and more realistic way to plan this area's future.

Salt Lake City, UT 5/1/2015

I grew up in Salt Lake City and have spent a lot of time in and around the Wasatch canyons, and particularly Little Cottonwood.  As a resident of downtown Salt Lake City, I value the Wasatch for its watershed, recreation opportunities, and open space. I believe that Mountain 
Accord can have a very positive impact on the Wasatch and surrounding communities. While I largely agree with the overarching goals and actions within the Blueprint, there are three areas that I am particularly concerned with:
1) Proposed connection over/through Grizzly Gulch
Part of what makes Little Cottonwood Canyon, and particularly the town of Alta unique, is its relative isolation. I'm concerned that a tunnel through the top of the canyon into Park City will turn Alta into an extension of Park City. I believe this would be a detriment to the 
unique heritage, culture, and character of each community. Furthermore, from an environmental and watershed protection standpoint, I'm concerned that a tunnel would increase access to an area that is already highly visited.  There is a benefit from both an environmental 
protection as well as user experience to limited access. 
Regarding a proposed lift over Grizzly Gulch, I am also not in favor. Lifts could be a considered a means of transportation (to the elite few who can afford lift tickets) maybe 5 months out of the year. I am concerned about the limits of this as a viable transportation alternative, 
but more so for its impact on the environment and viewshed. For the remaining six months out of the year, we are left with an unsightly lift line that will be visible even far beyond the Grizzly Gulch area. I think we would be giving up too much in the way of open space, and the 
outdoor experience, by allowing a new lift in that area.  
2) Mode of public transportation up LCC
I support a bus rapid transit system over a train. As a Salt Lake resident I would love to have a reliable and quick public transit option up the canyon.  I'm concerned, however, about the cost of a train as well as the inflexibility of a train. A train requires a significant investment 
in infrastructure, in time, money, and space.  Studies show that bus transit systems are a fraction of the cost of a train and may be quicker to implement. I would prefer to see an investment in a bus system, with money spent on marketing the bus system to override apparent 
bus stereotypes. 
3) Proposed land swap between Forest Service and Alta Lifts Co. 
I am in favor of a consolidation of lands, particularly if it includes more wilderness or other land protections for the Wasatch as a whole. However, I have many concerns about the swap between the Forest Service and Alta Lifts Co. entirely benefiting the lift company. I believe 
that if a town center is truly to be created, a portion of that land MUST be dedicated, within the swap agreement, for public purposes that benefit the community and its year round visitors. Lands must be dedicated for public use as a covenant running with the land.   In 
particular, if we are trying to encourage use of public transportation up and down canyon, then there needs to be some sort of PUBLIC infrastructure to support that. I'm concerned about visitors and residents being priced out of access to the Alta area if the new infrastructure 
is designed to attract high spending out of state dollars. It is the Town of Alta, where Alta Lifts Co. is just one of other businesses, not the other way around.
And finally, keep Alta unique by not trying to compare ourselves to the Alps. We are a unique experience in and of itself. 
Thank you for all your time and effort with Mountain Accord. 

Salt Lake City, UT 5/1/2015



The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Salt Lake City, UT 5/1/2015

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  I have skiied the backcountry in upper Big Cottonwood canyon and the Brighton resort sidecountry since the late 1970's/early 80's, and have hiked and occasionally camped in the central Wasatch during that same timeframe.  In 
those years, much backcountry of near-wilderness quality has become lift-served, developed terrain for the expanding ski resorts.  It is my opinion that the resorts should not be allowed to expand beyond their current boundaries.  So much backcountry has been lost already, 
and the trend today is for more - not less - dispersed, backcountry use.
In particular, I oppose ski resort incursion into Grizzly Gulch, the Mt. Wolverine/Tuscarora/Catherine's Pass area.  The often proposed interconnection of all ski resorts into one European-style conglomerate of resorts has value only as a marketing gimmick - an unneccessary 
one at that.  The small central Wasatch (50 x 10 miles) is not the expansive Alps or the sprawling ranges in Colorado and California, and is more sensitive to development pressures and negative impacts.  We have a unique and outstanding skiing experience here, and visitors 
can enjoy our several distinctive and world-class resorts best indivually and separately while protecting the environment and watershed from the destructive impacts of a One Wasatch-type development. 
Transportation to, from and within the canyons is a critical component to the Blueprint.  I support improved bus transit in the Cottonwoods, perhaps a bus rapid transit system in Little Cottonwood, and improved transit options between Salt Lake City and Park City.  I oppose 
rail and tunnel connections between (among) the canyons and the Wasatch Front and Back.  I would also urge the planning process to look more closely at what can be done to get people to the mouths of the canyons via convenient transit.  As a resident of the Avenues, it is 
particularly frustrating that I must travel by bus downtown, then TRAX to 7200 or 9000 South (and blocks west of US 89) before boarding the bus up the Cottonwoods (which takes a total travel time of about 1 hour and 45 minutes one way).  This compels me to drive to the 
canyons.  Surely there can be a better system to move people along the eastern edge of the valley!
There is much to commend in the Mt. Accord process to date, particularly some of the proposed land exchanges, the commitment to maintaining the watershed and water quality, additional federal protections for some areas, additional trails, and more.  I look forward to 
continuing to engage in this process as it goes forward.

Salt Lake City, UT 5/1/2015

To whom it may concern,
Much of the congestion in our Canyons is caused by single drivers bringing their vehicles up with no passengers. .  I would like to propose a system that would encourage two people or more per vehicle in the highest use periods.
Current travel in our state encourages drivers to have a passenger to gain access to our express lanes . We also impose chain restrictions and even close the Canyons due to weather and avalanche danger. Could we start the discussion of restrictions…or better, incentives to 
encourage drivers to have a passenger.  Coupons for a free hot chocolates or coffee given out by parking attendants is a simple idea. 
We are imposing 4 wheel drive and chain restrictions. It seems like a station at the base of the Cottonwood Canyons is a reasonable option to control safety and congestion. A” travel   station” that oversees safe travel up the canyons and possibly imposes a small single driver 
charge per vehicle could be installed.
Thanks for your consideration and the opportunity to present some constructive input.

Salt Lake City, UT 5/1/2015

Hello Folks,
I’m a 23 yr resident of SLC with local family dating back 80+ yrs, the changes we’ve seen are unsettling and profound.  I’ve three comments:
I find it literally insane to consider connecting Big, Little, and PC with roads and tunnels.  Why?  Doing so will only increase cars in the canyon.  These are destinations in and of themselves. There is no compelling need to create an auto “circus" loop.  We need to reduce the 
number of cars heading up the canyons each day.  How? It is really simple folks. 1) Put toll booths at the head of Little and Big, charge $20 per car.  2) Increase bus service in the canyons using the toll funds to subsidize the fares.  3) Provide businesses in the canyons with toll 
vouchers to cover some but not all the cost.  There is strong precedent that this will work.  For example, the toll booth at the head of Millcreek has done wonders for the canyon.  It turned it from a trashed teen hangout to a recreational paradise.  Why isn’t this one of the 
proposals for the Mountain Accord? Look at the bus services in the NPs, e.g. Zion or Yosemite. Fantastic!  Time to get serious folks and stop this nonsense about trains, tunnels, and trams.    Less is more.
As far further backcountry encroachment/ ski resort expansion, one word, NO!  There’s already too much.  The resorts need to shrink, not expand. 
Lastly, money corrupts; in business, politics, and in projects such as this.  Accepting funds from the big businesses you’re aiming to regulate is a direct conflict of interest. Your intentions may be good but I have no trust that you will be able to do the right thing.  Stop accepting 
funds from stakeholders!  


Salt Lake City, UT 5/1/2015

Dear Forward-thinking Planners for the Great Natural Bounties surrounding Salt Lake City:
 It is GREAT to know that some Thoughtful folks are looking ahead to plan for the disposition of our GOD-Given Natural Resources:    Mountains, Rivers, Watersheds, Forests, Wildlife...and ski-slopes.  May we have the wisdom to know and respect their eternal values, especially 
in a  world of changing climate.  May we understand that burgeoning HUMAN populations can overwhelm the capacities of our lands.
 There must exist good data on the existing capacity for ski visitation:  transit to the ski slopes, lodging and feeding of visitors, slope occupancy that maintains maximum enjoyment.  The ski industry seems to be pushing for ski-expansion:
dollar signs glitter in the sunlight.  Considering the widely acknowledged forecast for diminishing snowfall, perhaps it would be wise to delay ski expansion until the changing snow forecasts settle into a clearer pattern.
 The same constraint leads me to feel that dramatic changes in transportation are inappropriate and likely to destroy the quiet and natural outlook of our scenic canyons.  Possible bad impacts on the watershed as well.  It would be a big improvement for everyone if a fleet of 
mid-size electric or gas-powered busses would serve the canyons on a schedule adapted to times of most demand.
 In the interest of preserving, as much as possible, the natural values of our mountains/lakes/streams/trails, I would opt for as little development as possible. There are large swaths of foothill/ canyon-entry lands that have been developed with housing and business 
opportunities.  Also substantial ski-related development.  Let us fully value the unspoiled back-country of our mountains and mountain-tops.  It cannot be restored, once it is de-natured.

Salt Lake City, UT 5/1/2015

To Laynee Jones, Project Manager, Mountain Accord. May 2, 2015. Laynee, I'm the guy who, impressed with your executive committee panel at the SLC Public Safety Buildign a few weeks ago, said I might call.  I ntalking with others and exploring your web pages, I am even 
more impress with the importance and challenges of your project. I am also concerned that taking your time might not be the best use of that time. So I am not calling, yet will try to helpful: e.g. I found several legislators thinking the Mountain Accord to be a reincarnation of 
Ski Link, a misunderstanding I hope to have corrected. My warning about Robert Moses, described in Robert Caro's biography, was incomplete. Our brief discussion emphasied the importance of his timing in building the recreation and transportation infrastructure for the NYC 
metro area. He was superb in starting projects in ways that communicated their potential and thus built support for furthering his project. I mentioned that his success in gaining support and power would not (well, should not) fit today, but I did not explain the inadequate 
disclosures he made of full costs, before committing to them, nor his other less-than-transparent financial schemes. So while the book reveals the importance of timing, it is a warning about abusive public leadership. In my feedback to the Proposed Blueprint, I picked up on 
our discussion of building, not reducing, future options in planning long-term programs. Cost/benefit analysis should include total costs (operating and construction); it should also reflect uncertainties about the future (in a way, consistent with the typical upward-sloping yield 
curve of investment analysis). But selecting the discount rates becomes increasingly arbitrary as it becomes increasingly critical. Sensitivity analysis can help reflect upon uncertainties of the future as well aww uncertainties of financial calculatons, but not enough to make 
benefit/cost analysis a substitute for thoughtful judgment; B/C is best used to inform, not replace, judgement. This seems especially true in comparing options when uncertainties and flexibilities are important. Careful judgement also is more likely to consider how 
infrastructure generates its own (not necessarily desirable) demand - a lesson well understood and used by Bob Moses). With High Hopes for your work,

Salt Lake City, UT 5/2/2015



Clearly a lot of time and effort has gone into this effort. It is not the first.  In the 80’s I attended public meetings regarding development within the Canyons to facilitate an Olympic bid.  I was one of a few attendees who did not have an economic interest.  Proposals were eerily 
like the Mountain Accord and included interconnecting tunnels, elaborate traffic patterns, snow sheds, etc., all in the name of the Olympics.  Mainly as I recall because of water issues these plans were scrapped and the Olympics were staged without impacting the Canyons.  
This proposal suffers from the same weaknesses.  While lip service is given to recreational opportunities and the environment, it clearly is drawn to fit the ambitions of the resort skiing industry.   This is a seasonal industry whose who season - Winter - is being shortened by 
climate change.   There is a credible body of science that support the notion that this may not be a short term phenomenon.  It is also an industry that caters to a small portion of the populace both nationally and local.  This is simply a question of cost as the $100 lift tickets is 
becoming common.   I have been a frequent visitor to the Wasatch Mountains since the 70’s.  While I was first attracted to the skiing, I have learned to appreciate the year around attributes of this unique resource.  In some respects the Summer and Fall season are just as 
enjoyable as the Ski season.  For me it is what make Salt Lake City unique.   Notions promoted by the Ski industry such as One Wasatch fail to recognize this uniqueness and its ability to provide for a broad section of the populace be it water, physical beauty, or just a place to 
escape from urban development along the Wasatch front.  To compromise these attributes to satisfy the wants and economic goals of a few is simply misguided and should not be allowed.  Admittedly the roads into the canyons are sometimes quite congested, it is most often 
the result of attractions such as “Powder Days.”    To try and meet this demand which often is gone by noon does not make fiscal or physical sense.  It should also be noted that dogs are prohibited - rightly so - in certain canyons to protect the water quality.  Yet this proposal  
envisions the canyons being a construction zone for many years which will certainly have a negative impact on water quality for generations to come. While there is no doubt that something should be done to deal with the impact of urban growth this proposal is inadequate 
for the reasons cited.  Plans should be developed that retain the unique aspects so it can continue to be enjoyed  by a cross section of the population and not just those who view it as a place to alpine ski. am a bit skeptical of request for comments on what seems to be a done 
deal.  Hopefully this skepticism is not warranted in this case.

Salt Lake City, UT

MOUNTAIN ACCORD—A TALL TALE
A Utah politician decided to take a week-long fact-finding trip with one of her constituents, a fat Wasatch wasp, up into the mountains just beyond the city. Each day the wasp flew out and miraculously returned every evening to where the politician waited in the shade of the 
aspens. They shared telepathically: 
--Only sun, cloud shadow, fragrant breeze, flower, trickling water, flower, bird, flower, moose, my own buzz...
--I wait for you all day, the aspens rustle in the breeze, and I'm not impatient. Nothing happens. No ground is cleared, no materials are trucked in, nothing is built, no deals are made, no money changes hands... 
After a time, the politician realized that she found herself in a sort of wireless hot-spot, and was now logged on to the primordial frequency. As she continued to download, she breathed in deeply and smiled...the bandwidth was huge. 
When they got home, the politician had finalized her mountain accord position. The wasp voted for her...but a final tally is not yet in.

Salt Lake City, UT

To Whom it May Concern
I live near the mouth of Millcreek Canyon in SLC; have been a resident of Salt Lake Valley for the past 30 years. I am a practicing attorney, a long time canyon activist and one that has hiked, climbed, skied, and for the past 20 years, backcountry skied in the Central Wasatch. 
During that process I have been involved (at times) with each of the principals of the 4 resorts in the Tri-Canyons. I've been involved with appeals of US Forest Service Decisions relating to those resorts and connected with countless interest groups over the years that are 
"involved" in the canyons. (City, County, Land owners, business owners, UDOT, ski resort and a host of USFS staff. Helicopter operation, resort skiers, backcountry skiers, mountain bikers).
ADMIRE - There are many things to compliment in the Mountain Accord and, as often recounted, there is (might be) a unique opportunity to strike a deal that could impact the public and the land and canyons for decades. I have been to two sessions, spoken with folk that 
were in Park City meetings, and spoken with some that were in meetings with Resort directors. In all cases though, I felt there was a major pause in having organizers actually get a direct pulse of many in attendance at gatherings. At Skyline for example, after chatting with over 
100 people, I heard NOT ONE comment that endorsed a RAIL Line up Little Cottonwood Canyon (to Alta or into Park City). Not only was there NO endorsement, but there was one passionate call (from all) in opposition to the idea, and opposition to funding any plan that 
looked into the idea. At work, a partner said, "The rail would work in Little Cottonwood Canyon, but only if it displaced the current road system that goes to Alta; otherwise it would pretty much wreck the narrow corridors of the canyon." This general theme of "overwhelming 
opposition" to the rail line was felt, but it never translated back to the media, to UDOT, the City or the Executive Board. Many said to me - and I feel the same - that it would be "reckless" to first study the idea, and then secondly ram the idea down the public's throat because 
there was support (here and there). Millions wasted when alternative bus transit systems and parking, vans for resort workers and changes in vehicle ridership (3 in a vehicle) required in the winter. The other annoying albatross that showed up (in the background) is that 
Wasatch Powderbird gets free reign all over the Wasatch - with no changes - and that the resorts, particularly Alta and to some degree Snowbird, are holding the public hostage - "put the rail line in or else, we won't give anything else up." This is in the background and behind 
the curtain that the Executive Committee, for example, doesn't want the public to know about. Why? I have NO idea.
INTERESTS and CONFLICTS. Winter Carrying Capacity (in the Tri Canyon area) as it relates to ski resorts, has been the lynchpin of most USFS planning documents I have seen for the past 3 decades. Decades ago planners said carrying capacity had maxed and that no more 
"resort expansion" or development should issue." But in the face of this analysis, more expansion took hold each decade, more building and more promotion. And each time "carrying capacity" was brought up, a new analysis always gave it stretch and said, oh, the Canyons can 
take more. And then on the Park City side, mostly void of USFS land, the resorts leaped up to ridgelines (the Canyons) and the Forest Service did nothing and canyon carrying capacity never got a whisper. And then more background, the winter resorts slowly, incrementally 
(except for youth at Brighton) priced middle America (Utahan's out of the ski/board market. Ski Utah doesn't mention it, the resorts don't mention it and the Mountain Accord Blueprint says nothing about it. And then the Mountain Accord, with great adulation pats itself on its 
back with it's "unprecedented collaboration" and yet forgets to tell the public that the resorts are (figuratively) holding a gun to the preservation activists heads; and where was the collaboration when Wasatch Powderbird Guides was simply given a "pass" in the process. 
Amazing really, all the hoopla and hype and the leaders of the band, afraid to disclose and display the $ behind the UDOT rail line, and the money and leverage behind the resorts, ski Utah and Vail.
Land and Open Space Protection. I would love to see wilderness area expansions, public purchases of private land and wilderness expanded to include the (currently excluded) donut hole in Millcreek Canyon.
Short of Wilderness, I have little/no hope that other designations would hold firm for a decade or more. Politicians would squeeze the USFS who would cave to the resorts and lift lines and towers would spread. One Wasatch would zip up both Big and Little Cottonwood 
Canyons right on over to all the industrial zones on the Park City ridgelines. People, politicians not really connected to these places (canyons) could care less. I do, the canyons are many home, and it makes me sick when decade after decade, greedy humans, screw them up.
Recreation Trail network. Good job here, but be careful and distinguish new mountain bike routes vs. strictly foot path routes on any new ground outline in the canyons. The two human interest groups need to be separated at times.
Economic and Recreation Centers. I don't think the Blue Print needs to outline what is basically already obvious to most of the public. It's fine to display and outline them on maps, but it's not the responsibility of the USFS, the County, the City and the Mountain Accord to "play 
doctor or accountant" to the business interests. that rise and fall depending on market conditions. And if resorts continue with escalating rates, and snowpack annually diminishes, then why should a support line be thrown to group that never wished to be a player in 
compromise.
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Transit Connections
1. More winter busses up Parleys in the Winter. I have no objection. Demand, supply, needs and interests of traveling public and business in Park City?
2. Shuttle up Millcreek Canyon. A big yes, I would support that.
3. More, better, smaller winter busses up Big Cottonwood Canyon - yes, fine
4. Rail LIne up to Alta, to Park City; A resounding NO, NO, NO!
* Winter traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon is a mess. For decades, NOBODY wanted to take control. Resorts have done nothing or little to alleviate problems, traffic planners have put I parking areas at the bottom, (yes), but so many of the public wish to drive vehicles.  More 
down canyon parking spots, more frequent busses, smaller busses at times, some year round busses. The rail line study and plan should b scrapped.
Compliments. When I've been at programs I've felt there has been much to compliment. Many/most of the organizers and presenters are concise, well versed and seemingly familiar with some/much of the nuance of the canyons. And there seems to be a heady roll of energy to 
accomplish something. If the Wasatch were Colorado, this would be a different game. The Wasatch though, such a thin line of ridges and canyons, with urban forests getting squeezed. To me it's an easy game, call a time out to much of the planned development and preserve 
for generations, as much land as possible. In the current resort boundaries, there will be a mix and match of various changes over the years - I guess this is palatable. Lift lines though to Flagstaff Peak, to the pass between Alta and Brighton, One Wasatch, Rail Lines, more 
development and resort expansion. These are dark dreams and messages of folk that are not of my band or tribe and they care not one whit for the integrity of the quiet, still and majesty of so many corridors in the canyons. Sail on organizers, sail on. Push the rail line, and 
many/most of us are going to jump of the boat and start pushing back. And if resorts, and even Powderbirds, won't move, then why not slap large swaths of Wilderness all around them, and then tell them to keep still. Nature has it's ights too, to be "untrammeled and 
unfettered."



To whom it may concern:
Below are my comments regarding the mountain accord blueprint:  
Transportation
·      The bus system should first be made usable.  This means that busses should be available more often, more parking should be available at the mouths of the canyon, and parking at the ski areas should cost money.
·      Providing copious parking near the mouths of the canyon would be a critical component of this.
·      No lanes should be added.  This will only increase pollution, traffic, and overall impact.
·      Charging a per-vehicle fee - either via a daily fee or an annual pass – would help subsidize the optimized bus/parking system and provide an incentive to ride the transit system
·      Incentivize ridership by making the bus fee free or only a nominal price.   
·      The bus system would need to have both a Snowbird-servicing bus and multiple Alta express buses that also drop off and pick up passengers in the backcountry.  
·      Current and future UDOT plans to add passing lanes on hwy 210 for private vehicles should be eliminated. 
·      Snowsheds and/or bridges over slide paths can/should be added for increased avalanche mitigation for the highway.
·      I fully support optimizing year-round Bus Rapid Transit for Big Cottonwood Canyon.  Again, with copious parking at the mouth of the canyon. 
·      At the moment parking is the limiting factor for pressurized use in the Cottonwood Canyons; enabling as many people as possible to use the canyon will result in more user pressure.  Optimizing Bus Rapid Transit will be an intermediate step to moving possibly-somewhat 
more people up the canyon to put only moderate additional use pressure on the canyons. 
·      I am in full support of a year-round bus shuttle system for Mill Creek Canyon.
·      I am in full support of a train/light rail system linking the Salt Lake Valley with Park City and heading up BCC and LCC.  
·      The rationale provided for abandoning the Parley’s rail transit  - that was favored in the Trans system group - is that it would not be competitive with the freeway; however, this rationale was not applied to the successful SLC airport Trax line. 
Recreation
·      I am in full support of creating a trails network in the upper reaches of the two canyons
·      The trails should be a mix of hiking exclusive, mountain biking exclusive, and shared (and/or with management techniques conducive to habits; ie Snowbird’s new trail being uphill until the tram runs and then it becomes downhill).
·      Any new road/transit construction must have improved road cycling facilities (wider shoulders, exclusive bike lanes, disconnected paved bike paths)
·      LCC/BCC parking areas need to be enlarged and enhanced for the major dispersed user trailheads, with optional stops for the Bus Rapid Transit at White Pine, Argenta, Butler Fork, Mineral Fork, etc.
·      I support the permanent protection of the Emma Ridges to Superior ridgeline from development. 
·      I do NOT support a chairlift in Grizzly Gulch.  I recognize that it is private property, but I also appreciate that much of Alta’s operations are on public land and that they stand to benefit greatly from enhanced base development on a lot of lucrative land, additional water use, 
increased snowmaking, and improved LCC transit.  Grizzly Gulch and the surrounding area should be put into some sort of permanent protection. 
·      I could be supportive of chairlifts and development into the American Fork Canyon depending on alignment and scope.  
·      I could be supportive of a re-aligned chairlift in Honeycomb Canyon, depending on the alignment, provided there are no effects on Silver Fork backcountry
·      I am supportive of Brighton’s formal adoption of Hidden Canyon, provided any chairlift reaches back towards the Great Western chairlift.
·      I am not supportive of increased connectivity between Brighton and Solitude in the SolBright area.
·      I am supportive of enhanced facilities at identified high-use nodes to both concentrate use in appropriate close-in areas and disperse use in more-remote areas
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Economics
·      I support enabling the ski resorts to utilize more water for snowmaking
·      I support enabling the ski resorts to expand their summertime activities within their existing footprints.
·      I support enhanced modern avalanche mitigation techniques (ie Gas-X) above Alta. I do NOT support a chairlift on Flagstaff peak
Environment
·      the Blueprint is not specific enough for me to comment on the survey question:  “does the Blueprint achieve environmental stewardship of the natural resources?” 
·      I know that the EPA has determined that ski resort development has a more profound effect on watershed integrity than ANY other development.  But I am cautiously optimistic that SLC Water and various other governing bodies will ensure water quality despite the threats 
associated with increased use, transit, and development.
·      I am in favor of a re-forestation effort on (particularly) the Emma ridgeline area
·      I am becoming increasingly convinced that simple people-pressure on the canyons is having a degrading effect on the watershed, and dramatically increasing opportunities to transport people up the canyons will have a commensurate effect on the watershed quality. 

My Mountain Accord Comments:
Overall Perspective On Canyons Use:  With a million plus people living in or near the Salt Lake Valley,  the 
Canyons should be looked at as an escape from the urbanization and development in the valley, not as a source of economic development.  The future actions concerning the Canyons should be based on what is best for the Valley or Canyon residents, not what is best for out 
of the state visitors or the resort owners and developers.  The central Wasatch Mountains actually encompass a very small area and when more land is lost to development it severely impacts the majority of Canyon users.  

Transportation:  The proposal of a light rail or cog railway system in the Canyons should not even be considered.  The main traffic problem in the Canyons is limited to a very short time in the winter months.  The cost of the system would be many millions of dollars, would 
require a massive taxpayer subsidy, and  would possibly only benefit a small number of people .  The money required for this would be better spent to develop a better transportation system in the valley which would be of year-around use and would benefit a far greater 
number of people.  A right-of-way for this is also not feasible because of the narrow canyon and the creeks in the canyon bottom.  If the system was built it would be a major blight on the scenic beauty of the Canyons.  There is no extra room along the existing roadway.  The  
road shoulder for bicycles need to be expanded, and there can be no loss of the existing recreational parking areas, hiking trails, and access points along the highway.
There is no need for and no taxpayer money should be spent to subsidize a link between The Canyons or to Park City by way of tunnels or a year-around access road.  Local residents do not need this and it would only possibly benefit the resort owners.  Helicopters can provide 
emergency medical rescue in case of access blockage in one Canyon.  Tram lines or a chair lift system is also not necessary and would be of a possible benefit only to the resort owners and this would be mostly from a marketing perspective.  Grizzly Gulch, Catherine's Pass, as 
well as land on the Brighton side, is very heavily used year around for hiking, skiing, and snowshoeing.  Any road or other chair or tram system would greatly distract from the beauty and solitude of this area, and would severally restrict or limit the way the area is presently 
used. .  A road connection between the Canyons would also tend to increase Canyon traffic, not decrease Canyon traffic.
There is also no need for a link between the ski areas by way of chair lifts, or a tram type system.  The ski areas can operate as they are now and be economical viable without this link.  It should also be noted that these ski areas were purchase or developed based on their 
existing or approved plans.  They did not purchase or develop their resorts based on a promise of a future connection to other ski areas. This would also be blight on the scenic beauty of the canyon and would mostly likely be a ski area expansion because over time there would 
be a way for the resort skiers to exit along the way to traditionally backcountry ski areas.
The bus system is the best solution to any transportation problems in the Canyons.  To encourage more people to use the bus, there needs to be more parking near the mounts of the Canyons.  The existing parking lots are all full on the weekends or when there is new snow for 
skiing, or on Holiday weeks. The only large area of undeveloped land for a parking lot is the gravel pits along Wasatch Boulevard.  Negotiations should be begin IMMEDIATELY to secure this area for a future parking lot that would hold 1000+ cars.  If this area is lost,  it would 
severely limit the options for more bus use in the Canyons. There may be other land areas in the county that should also be considered for additional Canyon parking.  Another way to encourage more bus use would be to subsidize the cost of bus fares.  This would be only a 
small fraction of the subsidy required to build a light rail system. There should be some consideration given to the expansion of bus service to serve the Canyons year-around or in the summer months.  With the number of full time residents in the Canyon there would seem to 
be a need for service all of the year.  During the summer season, the parking lots are often full ,especially on the weekends and holidays, and bus service would help to reduce cars and provide more people an opportunity to get access to the trailheads and recreation areas.  
Mill Creek Canyon also needs summer bus service on weekends and holidays.  The parking lots here are often full and the traffic in this narrow canyon is excessive.  People cannot use the Canyons if there is no parking available or bus service to the trailheads or recreation 
areas.  
With the growing number of bicyclist on the Canyon roads, there needs to wide shoulders on both sides of the road to help provide safety for the bicyclist and to prevent accidents.
Economy:   We do not need more development in the Canyons to have good economy for the residents of the Valley and the Canyons.  The resorts were purchased or developed based on the existing operations or approved plans, not on the promise of future expansion out 
side of existing boundaries.  They are economical viable as they are or there would not be people willing to make recent purchases and make offers to buy the properties.  The expansion of the economy should come from development in the Valley and not in the Canyons.
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Resort Expansion and Development:  My comments on this are partially covered in Transportation and Economy.  With resort lift tickets in the $75-$100 range, the vast majority of families and individuals living in the valley cannot afford to visit the resorts for winter recreation. 
The resorts are serving only a small percent of the local residents.  The recreational growth in the Wasatch is from non resort based recreation.   The developed ski area skiing has been flat or in a decline and other forms of winter and summer recreation have greatly increased.  
It should also be noted that based on sales figures, downhill ski gear has decreased while backcountry ski gear and snowshoe sales have been up sharply.  This would indicated that more of our land base should be used for non resort based recreation opportunities.  Over the 
past several years there had been a loss of many traditional backcountry ski and snowshoe areas.  There has also been a de facto expansion of the ski areas by allowing resort skiers to exit the lifts into traditional backcountry ski areas.  Hikers and other users of the Wasatch 
should be able to enjoy the natural beauty of the Canyons without having to hike under or view lifts or tramways.  There should be no further expansion of ski areas outside of their boundaries. 
There is no need or justification for more resort lodging or other base area development.  We have a more than adequate supply of good lodging and dining establishments in the Valley within a reasonable distance from the Canyon resorts.
Recreation:  This has also been partially covered in the other sections.  The trail system in the Canyons need some expansion in to some more areas to accommodate the increased number of hikers and to increase the opportunity for loop hikes.  The opportunity for people to 
use our Canyons is also being  impaired because of the lack of parking and public transportation at many of the recreations areas and trailheads  It should also be noted that there needs to be a lot better maintenance of the existing trails. A number of the trails in the Wasatch 
are eroded and trenched out and are unpleasant or difficult for a lot of people to walk on.  Along the Wasatch front, there needs to be more access to our public lands.  Many of the private land owners and developments have closed traditional access to the public land.  
Before any development is even considered, the public access to public lands should be maintained.  There also needs to be more trail development in the public lands along the Wasatch Front.  The Utah Congressional Delegation needs to secure more funds for the Forest 
Service to fund this and to main all our trails and recreational facilities.   The funding cannot be flat or decrease when the demand on the resource is increasing. Local or County funds or some type of user fees may be necessary to assist in this.
thank you for the opportunity to comment,

I have lived my entire life in Salt Lake City and the vast majority of it has been centered around exploring, recreating, and working in the nearby mountains.  As a professional skier, as well as active runner, hiker, mountainbiker, climber, and camper, I have had a chance to 
explore many areas throughout the range and see them from a number of perspectives, as well as watch the explosive growth of usage and traffic for all these activities and many more over the years.  It is quite obvious that we have reached a point at which we have to 
actively plan and manage the recreational, business, economic, environmental interests and access within the canyons, or risk losing everything that makes the Wasatch so special for so many people. These are some comments on the “blueprint” put forth in the Mountain 
Accord process
Transportation
·      I recognize that the traffic situation in Little Cottonwood Canyon is both headache inducing and unsustainable on some winter days, and while I understand the impetus to promote a train to reduce the congestion and help with the transportation problem, I feel that the 
bus system is far from optimized.  With proper implementation, the buses could service both the ski resorts and dispersed users on a year-round basis far more effectively than a train and would be a far cheaper, more practical option.  This should be implemented and tested 
long before such a high cost, high impact construction project like a train should be considered.
·      Providing copious parking near the mouths of the canyon would be a critical component of this.
·      Without trying an optimized bus system using the existing infrastructure first, I feel it is impossible to justify major infrastructure changes, such as adding lanes or a installing a train.
·      Charging a per-vehicle fee - either via a daily fee or an annual pass – could help subsidize the optimized bus/parking system and provide an incentive to ride the transit system
·      Incentivize ridership by making the bus fee free or only a nominal price.  
·      The bus system would need to have both a Snowbird-servicing bus and multiple Alta express buses. 
·      Current and future UDOT plans to add passing lanes on hwy 210 for private vehicles should be focused on improving bus transit systems.
·      Snowsheds and/or bridges over slide paths can/should be added for increased avalanche mitigation for the highway.
·      I fully support optimizing year-round Bus Rapid Transit for Big Cottonwood Canyon.  Again, with copious parking at the mouth of the canyon.
·      A tunnel linking LCC and BCC is not needed.  Improved and optimized public transit would alleviate the traffic issues associated with LCC, and the “safety” issues that have been ascribed to a tunnel have been overblown; there have not been any documented 
injuries/fatalities associated with overuse of LCC that would not be overcome with improved transit.  A tunnel is again, to much a high cost, high impact option, that places to much risk to a delicate ecosystem and watershed to consider without first attempting to optimize 
existing infrastructure fort transit.
·      Tunnel connections would create more defacto resort side-country terrain, effectively increasing the resorts’ footprints. It would also permanently alter the look, feel and accessibility of areas in the upper canyons.
·      The tunnel would basically be a taxpayer-funded connection that would exist to benefit four businesses (ski resorts) with no/very little validation that such a connection would actually be economically beneficial to those businesses.  There are no significant “problems” that 
an LCC/BCC tunnel would solve, despite a considerable cost to taxpayers.
·      The same argument is applied to a fixed guideway system connecting BCC to Park City.  It would not necessarily save time for PC-BCC travelers, is not supported by Park City officials, and would again be a taxpayer-subsidized benefit to a handful of businesses (ski resorts) 
who have not proven that such a connection would even be beneficial today, much less in the future considering global warming and the flat/declining trends of the resort skiing industry (according to their own study). 
· Realistically, ski resorts would essentially be shooting themselves in the foot by installing lift connections by cutting off access to backcountry terrain, as backcountry skiing is one of the few areas of the ski industry that is actually growing, and fairly rapidly. Given that resort 
skiing and backcountry skiing are not mutually exclusive, and in fact, resorts skiers are increasingly looking to explore more “adventurous” sidecountry and backcountry options, the ski areas would be far better to capitalize on this market by promoting the easy access to out of 
resort terrain and even offering guide services.  For all intents and purposes, the “One Wasatch” that all the ski areas want to create already exists and the resorts would be far better off to promote interconnect tours than to build more lifts and choke off backcountry routes 
and access points.
·      The question on the survey asking if the transit “solutions” are “environmentally-sustainable” is fundamentally flawed, since NO ONE – including trans engineers who have looked into this project – knows if they’ll actually be environmentally-sustainable (eg degrading the 
watershed) that point is misguided at best and badly misleading and irrelevant at worst.  This would require significant research and studies to answer these questions, and until such research is conducted this question is merely speculation and conjecture.  The question 
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·      At the moment parking is the limiting factor for pressurized use in the Cottonwood Canyons; enabling as many people as possible to use the canyon will result in more user pressure.  Optimizing Bus Rapid Transit will be an intermediate step to moving possibly-somewhat 
more people up the canyon to put only moderate additional use pressure on the canyons.
·      I am in full support of a year-round bus shuttle system for Mill Creek Canyon.
·      I am in full support of a train/light rail system or bus system linking the Salt Lake Valley with Park City.  This is a system that I feel would be used far more extensively by commuters and lower-income resort workers around the clock on a more-regular schedule than a LCC 
canyon train that would be associated almost exclusively for time-intensive recreation
Recreation
·      I am in full support of creating a trails network in the upper reaches of the two canyons
·      The trails should be a mix of hiking exclusive, mountain biking exclusive (some designated downhill only), and and shared (and/or with management techniques conducive to habits; ie Snowbird’s new trail being uphill til the tram runs and then it becomes downhill, as well 
as designated downhill only trails link with uphill or two-way access trails.
·      Any new road/transit construction must have improved road cycling facilities (wider shoulders, exclusive bike lanes, disconnected paved bike paths)
·      LCC/BCC parking areas need to be enlarged and enhanced for the major dispersed user trailheads, with optional stops for the Bus Rapid Transit at White Pine, Argenta, Butler Fork, Mineral Fork, etc.
·      I support the permanent protection of the Emma Ridges to Superior ridgeline from development.
·      I do NOT support a chairlift in Grizzly Gulch.  I recognize that it is private property, but I also appreciate that much of Alta’s operations are on public land and that they stand to benefit greatly from enhanced base development on a lot of lucrative land, additional water use, 
increased snowmaking, and improved LCC transit.  Grizzly Gulch and the surrounding area should be put into some sort of permanent protection. This is a major access point to some of the most high value backcountry terrain in the canyons, and resorts would be much better 
off to capitalize on the growing backcountry market/growing desire of resort skiers for a backcountry experience by leaving this terrain open, and marketing the existing pathways through the area to other resorts while offering guide services to less experienced users who 
want to take advantage as well.
·      I could be supportive of chairlifts and development into the American Fork Canyon depending on alignment and scope.  
·      I could be supportive of a re-aligned chairlift in Honeycomb Canyon, depending on the alignment, provided there are no effects on Silver Fork backcountry
·      I could be supportive of Brighton’s formal adoption of Hidden Canyon, provided any chairlift reaches back towards the Great Western chairlift.
·      I am supportive of increased connectivity between Brighton and Solitude in the SolBright area.
·      I am supportive of enhanced facilities at identified high-use nodes to both concentrate use in appropriate close-in areas and disperse use in more-remote areas
I am in support of modifying wilderness boundaries to accomodate new and existing sections of the Bonneville Shoreline Trail.
·      I fail to understand how the Mountain Accord can consider all forms of recreation in the Central Wasatch except for one of the most significant and controversial forms:  Wasatch Powderbirds.  To me this “oversight” of neglecting helicopter skiing in our tiny range –that 
was based on a Forest Service administrative timeline that was arbitrarily changed from 5 year renewals to 10 years - is an egregious omission.
Economics
·      I support enabling the ski resorts to utilize more water for snowmaking
·      I support adding potential land and altering zoning for additional development at the various resorts’ bases.
                    



·      I do not support extraordinarily-expensive, taxpayer-funded “solutions” to “problems” that enable profit maximization for ski resorts whose lift tickets are pricing their customers out of an already-flat-to-declining market.
Environment
·      I am not an environmental specialist, so I cannot comment on the survey question:  “does the Blueprint achieve environmental stewardship of the natural resources?”
·      I know that the EPA has determined that ski resort development has a more profound effect on watershed integrity than ANY other development.  But I am cautiously optimistic that SLC Water and various other governing bodies will ensure water quality despite the threats 
associated with increased use, transit, and development.
·      I am in favor of a re-forestation effort, particularly on the Emma ridgeline area.
·      I am becoming increasingly convinced that simple people-pressure on the canyons is having a degrading effect on the watershed, and dramatically increasing opportunities to transport people up the canyons will have a commensurate effect on the watershed quality.
·      I am concerned that the ski resorts are getting many of their desired “gets”, and their “gives” are more along the lines of “we are not taking as much as we could take”, at the expense of potential environmental and backcountry terrain preservation.
Therefore I do not support the “blueprint” (it should have been called a “proposal”) in its current form, but I am a strong believer in the Mountain Accord ideals and timing, and am very hopeful that a more equitable balance of gives and takes can be achieved to accommodate 
many constituents’/stakeholders’ desires, IF they are all willing to concede on some of their desires.   This is an important process, that is well timed, and if executed properly could have a strong positive impact and help to maintain the beauty and value of our precious central 
Wasatch.
Thank you, and I look forward to seeing the results of the next stage in the process.

Dear Reader -
When the Mountain Accord process was initially proposed I was  optimistic. I fell in love with the Cottonwood Canyons in the early 1990’s and my passion remains strong. Yet over the last 25 years I have seen the impact of a dramatic increase in users despite the efforts of the 
Forest Service, Town of Alta, Friends of Alta and many others to mitigate said impact. Clearly something needs to be done. My comments address the following:
Overview - the unique nature of the three primary core Wasatch areas of Park City, Big Cottonwood Canyon, Little Cottonwood Canyon Transportation in the Canyons Transfer of Private Lands to Public Entities Transfer of Public Lands to Private Entities Water Issues Cost
Overview - The three main areas (PC, BCC, LCC) of the core Wasatch each have unique characteristics that offer both locals and visitors distinct and special experiences. We are not Europe nor should we try to be. We are Utah; let's celebrate and preserve the special 
characteristics of each of the three areas. The mountain accord as proposed would destroy the individual character of each of the three areas; the combination of ready access via rail line and increased developable space in the base areas would create a much more 
homogenous experience across the zones.  It seems to me the transportation plan was initially well-intentioned, but has been hijacked by development interests as a real estate development plan. I am in favor of a sensible transportation plan. I am opposed to a plan that 
opens the door for significant additional development in the Cottonwood Canyons and has the additional unfortunate consequence of diluting the unique experience offered by each zone. 
Transportation in the Canyon - We seriously need a transportation alternative to the thousands of cars that travel the canyons of the central Wasatach, but a rail interconnect is a bad idea. As described above it will result in a much more homogenous experience across the 
three areas. It also would take a long time to come to fruition and would be extremely expensive. Fortunately there are better solutions. Note again that a rail interconnect is extremely expensive. The cost is measured in billions of dollars and it will likely take decades to plan, 
approve and build. The problem exists now and needs to be resolved. Adding a dedicated bus lane in LCC would cost millions not billions and could be completed in years, not decades. Furthermore, our fiscally conservative congressional delegation should be - by nature - 
opposed to this extraordinarily high price tag at taxpayer expense.
Transfer of Private Lands to Public Entities - The idea of preserving lands from future development is appealing. It would be a relief to be assured that the Grizzly Gulch Area and the Emma through Flagstaff Ridge in LCC would be safe from development pressures in perpetuity. 
Unfortunately transferring private lands to public entities would not create this assurance. Large parts of the existing ski terrain in the Cottonwood Canyons is on permitted public land. The political pressure to develop these areas would not cease as a result of the mountain 
accord and future Utah congressional delegations will likely find themselves pressured by the existing resorts and other developers to open up these public lands to additional development. The only way to assure these lands remain safe from development pressures is to have 
title in the properties pass to a not for profit entity like the Utah Land Trust. Otherwise the transfer will be a development delaying tactic and nothing more. I find this transfer to be a not-so-thinly veiled land grab that does nothing to protect public lands in the future.
Transfer of Public Lands to Private Entities - Alta has retained its unique character over the past several decades through the dedicated efforts of the Alta town office, Friends of Alta, and the broad community of people who have come to love Alta for its relatively wild and 
undeveloped nature. Yet much is changing. We have seen Vail resorts take control of the Canyons ski area and take ownership of Park City Ski Area. We have seen Deer Valley acquire Solitude. Vail, along with other ski area operators, has figured out the formula to dramatically 
enhance shareholder returns by creating comprehensive base areas with a full range of services including lodging, dining, shopping and entertainment. The land swap as envisioned which would pass title of much of the land in the Alta base area to the Alta Ski Lift company 
would be an economic bonanza for the shareholders of the Alta Ski Lift company. It would also make the Alta lift company far more valuable to an acquirer like Vail Resorts who need developable land in the base area to build it out according to their model.  This would come 
at the expense of the broad public who owns the area, through governmental entities, right now.  However I do not think it is appropriate to provide an economic bonanza to a private entity at taxpayers expense. Additionally such a transfer would allow development space at 
the Alta base for development and acceleration of the homogenization of the three core Wasatch areas which I oppose. People from the world over travel to ski Alta for its legendary powder, and a great part of that appeal is the lack of sprawl that now envelops so many other 
ski areas.  
Water Issues - I am not sure what the political process was that resulted in Salt Lake City water district allowing the Alta lift company, as part of the plan, to acquire water for over 100 additional overnight accommodation units.  What pressure was put on Salt Lake City water 
district to bring them to the table with this accommodation? The trend over the last 25 years  has been less snow each year - thus less water available - and increased demand in the Salt Lake Valley as population has increased. We need to make intelligent choices with how we 
allocate this valuable resource, and in my view the Mountain Accord does nothing to address this serious issue. 
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Cost - At present the cost estimate to build a rail system is in the range of $5 billion. It is extremely likely that the eventual cost will be substantially greater than this amount given the scope of the project, the lack of detail on how the cost estimate was determined, and the 
reality that actual construction would be many years if not decades in the future. This is a lot of money. A dedicated bus lane would be far less expensive (millions, not billions) and could be built in a much shorter time frame. This would also provide an immediate address to 
air quality concerns as well as decreasing our carbon footprint in the short term. Additionally, the cost to taxpayers of the land swap would also be substantial. We all know that developable land is much more valuable than undevelopable mountainside. While I respect the 
Alta lift company and the individuals who manage it it is not appropriate to transfer such a valuable asset from public ownership to private ownership without appropriate compensation.
Thank you for considering my comments.In principal I am in favor of the Mountain Accord process and will do my best to bring the process back into the light of day so that all stakeholders, which includes the general public, can influence the direction we take with this 
precious resource.
Sincerely,



Dear Mountain Accord,
 I own a home within a mile of the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon in Granite, UT. In addition, I recreate in Little Cottonwood Canyon throughout the year rock climbing, mountain biking, hiking, back country skiing, and skiing at Alta Ski Resort. As a resident of the local area 
of the mouth of the canyon and a regular visitor to the canyon, I’m faced with the transpiration issues of the canyons on a daily basis.  
INCREASED BUS SERVICE AND SHUTTLE SERVICE
I’m in opposition to the rail alternative presented as part of the Mountain Accord Blue Print. I do not believe the rail alternative is the best option available. Within the “Mountain Accord Transportation Corridor Purposes and Alternatives”, Alternative F for Increased bus 
service is dismissed. It is described as:  
F. Increase bus service in mixed traffic up Little Cottonwood Canyon.  This alternative would meet the purpose of reducing avalanche-related risk and delay (assuming that it would include construction of avalanche sheds in Little Cottonwood Canyon) but would fail to meet the 
other 13 purposes.
I would like to present my own analysis of the transportation “Corridor Purposes” comparing increase bus service and shuttles verse a rail. I would like to start by adding one Corridor Purpose which must be considered as part of the purposes: A. Is the Alternative Economically 
Feasible for the citizens of Utah. 
1. Protect watershed health, water supply, and water quality.
I do not see that a train offers any better protection than other alternatives and with the construction of a rail alignment additional sediments and metals would be release from these disturbed areas. Assuming a width of two pairs of rails for uphill and downhill travel of 30 ft 
wide and 60,000 ft long is a new impact area of 1.8 million sq ft or approximately 40 acres of undisturbed native forest lands. Release of sediments from 40 acres of additionally disturbed area would degrade water quality.
Result: Bus
2. Provide competitive transit service in the corridor.
I do not believe a train would provide year round competitive transit service in the area. Canyon Transport offers transportation from the airport to Snowbird every 20-30 minutes with door to door service for $72 and an approximate transit time of 45-60 minutes. Current, 
TRAX trains will transport you from the airport to 9400 South in Sandy leave every 20 minutes and takes 60 minutes. In addition, a third train ride up the canyon would be required and since this would likely be a cog railway it could take another 30-60 minutes for the proposed 
train up the canyon. This would be 90-120 minute of transit requiring two train transfers with luggage.  With the exception of the days the canyon road would be closed, I do not believe the average guest of the resorts would chose to save a few dollars to double their transit 
time, transfer their bags and ski gear. I find the rail option an inferior option for transportation from the airport.
Result: Shuttle
3. Reduce avalanche-related risks and delay in Little Cottonwood Canyon.
Depending on the alignment and avalanche protection constructed a rail might offer. However, some avalanche protection could be added to the existing road and make the difference less.
Result: Train
4. Provide new evacuation options from both Cottonwood Canyons.
A rail up Little Cottonwood does not address this nor does increase buses or shuttles.
Result: None
5. Reduce auto use and congestion in Little Cottonwood Canyon.
It has not been demonstrated that a rail system would decrease auto traffic more than buses and shuttles.
Result: Both
6. Reduce vehicle emissions in the Cottonwood Canyons to improve air quality.
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7. Reduce parking impacts on environment, safety, and economy.
A bus service addresses reduced parking better than a rail service due to flexibility of pickup and drop off.
Result: Bus
8. Support land use goals for reduced sprawl and concentrated development.
Increase bus service addresses this issue better than a rail service as it does not require an additional 40 acres of sprawl for its’ construction.
Result: Bus
9. Create unique, attractive “traveler experience” to increase tourist and resident visitation.
A trip up a train inside of an enclosure does not great a unique travel experience and I contend a bus with increased visibility creates a more attractive traveler experience.
Result: Bus
10. Improve access and connections for pedestrians and bicyclists.
Buses are easier to access for both pedestrians and bicyclists as the one on one connection with the driver exists verse a train. In addition, buses greater ability to drop off or pickup at more numerous locations vastly increases access over a train. 
Result: Bus
11. Improve travel reliability in inclement weather.
A covered train will achieve this want better.
Result: Train
12. Provide competitive transit service to a range of recreation destinations and economic nodes.
Buses greater ability to drop off or pickup at more numerous locations provides a better range of service to multiple destinations.
Result: Bus
13. Protect or enhance the natural and scenic resources of the Cottonwood Canyons.
Since an additional 40 acres of disturbed area is not required for bus operations increase bus service far achieves better protection of the existing scenic resources.
Result: Bus
14. Protect and enhance community character. Increased bus service will not alter the existing character at the bottom or top of the canyon and thus better protects the community character.
Result: Bus
A. Economically Feasible for the citizens of Utah
Existing infrastructure for buses is in place and carries no additional cost to the citizens of Utah outside of increased service. A train carries an approximate 1 billion dollar price tag. The citizens of Utah cannot afford to pay for a new train which I’ve demonstrated brings little 
value to the community over buses.
Result: Bus
I believe this simple analysis shows that the rail alternative is inferior to increased bus and shuttle service in every way except for increase avalanche protection. I believe the blueprint needs to be revised to better examine the alternative of increased bus and shuttle service. 
Further, Page 38 of “Existing Conditions & Future Trendlines of the Transportation System” states:
“Capacity issues may provide an explanation in the decrease in ridership. During peak times in the winter, ski buses operate at capacity. As shown in Figure 40, ridership is highest during the morning and afternoon. While bus service is increased during these times, there are 

                                         



This further supports the need for increase bus service.
In addition, as the alternatives are reexamined actual transportation data needs to be analyzed of traffic patterns throughout the year and throughout the day.  If this data is not available then it needs to be collected over the next few years while implementing increased bus 
service.
RAIL ALIGNMENT
If after analyzing the annual and daily traffic data it is found a rail is needed and warranted then I believe the only option is replacement of the road with the rail. I do not believe a system of cars and trains in the canyon would achieve the objectives of the Corridor Purposes. 
CANYON CLOSURE TO CARS AT PEAKS TIMES OR DAYS
If the canyon cannot handle the load of cars coming in and/or out at certain times of the day then the option of closure of the canyon to private vehicles for certain hours should be considered. This would force many visitors on to mass transit and alleviate the bulk of the 
congestion and parking problems currently being experienced. 
INTERCONNECTION OF CANYONS
I have examined the information available on the canyon interconnection project and this fails to meet the standard of being a transportation project. The diagrams provide visual estimations of the needs of Utah residents to travel between the Cottonwood Canyons and Park 
City. From inspection this is a minuscule number of commuters. Based on this fact interconnect is a blunder as a transportation project. At best it is a resort promotion project however, from my numerous discussions over the past month I’ve found the residents of Sandy and 
Cottonwood Heights do not desire an interconnect nor do the residents of Park City. With neither of the residents of these communities desiring the project I question why it is even being considered. The Mountain Accord needs to better demonstrate the need for Canyon 
Interconnect and why the taxpayers of Utah should pay for it. 
CONCLUSION
In conclusion I find the support documents lack sufficient transportation data and transportation data analysis to support the proposed blueprint. If transportation data is not available the data needs to be gathered over the next few years some an informed decision can be 
made. Thus at this time the proposed blueprint should be scraped and revisited after data gathering and analysis is complete.
I appreciate the opportunity to provide feedback on the proposed Mountain Accord blueprint. Many of the proposals seem laudable and I support added protections for Utah's canyons.
However, I am very opposed to the addition of a light rail system up either Big Cottonwood or Little Cottonwood Canyons. I am a frequent user of these canyons, particularly in the summer time. I believe that a rail system would be highly detrimental to our canyons. The 
construction would undoubtedly damage the environment. The trains would bring unnecessary noise up the canyons. In addition, the cost would be astronomical and the benefits would go to the wealthiest among us--the ski resorts and those who can afford to ski (either local 
residents or tourists). If we have billions to spend to improve public transit in Utah, there are many more effective ways to do so than to create a boondoggle to the ski resorts. If skiers need more public transportation, let's create a more efficient bus system. But let's not 
damage the delicate environment of either Big or Little Cottonwood Canyon by adding light rail.
Thank you for this opportunity to comment.
Sandy, Utah
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To Whom It Concerns,
I am writing to add my voice to those who wish to make long-term environmental protection and low-impact recreation the two highest priorities as we consider plans for the Cottonwood Canyons. 
Although I am only a beginning skier, I have many friends who visit here not only for our unique snow but also for the unique experience we offer. We are not like Colorado and Europe, and that is what they treasure about their time in the Wasatch Mountains.
In addition, for almost two decades, our family hiked, picnicked, and organized day camps in these two canyons with Girl Scouts of Utah. A large part of the joy and education they experience is related to the limited commercialization in both canyons. Where else can you 
carpool out of a bustling city at 5 p.m. and confront a moose on a lush trail just 45 minutes later?
There are many, many ways for corporations to make money and government agencies to support commerce in our region. There are only these few canyons, and they are our legacy. Please protect them.
Thank you for considering my point of view,

Sandy, UT 3/28/2015

Hello!
As I have read and studied the Mountain Accord, I have come to these conclusions about it.
The first thing these plans--all 4 sections--need to do is to 1. protect the beauty of the Wasatch, 2. preserve our municipal water source, 3. establish year round environmentally protective recreation, and 4. protect and improve our air quality.
These are all possible!  
Protecting the beauty of the Wasatch is possible by protecting our wilderness areas by deeming them unavailable for any development!
We must preserve our municipal water resources!  The Forest Service needs to exchange privately owned property in Albion Basin in Little Cottonwood Canyon--head waters of the water sources for Sandy and Salt Lake City--to the Forest Service as opposed to the current plan 
of transferring land at the base of Alta ski lift area--transfer tow area from Collins lift area to Sunnyside lift area.  Allowing a hotel or other development in this area would stop the flow of Little Cottonwood Creek to the cities below!  Horrid thought!
Skiing and hiking in our Wasatch Mountains is one of the reasons we live here!  Please make it possible for the residents of the valley to be able to enjoy these mountains daily.  We do not need to create an environment so that visitors who come here once or twice yearly or 
once in a lifetime see a huge connected and easy for them to get to recreation area that reminds them of home be it the Alps or Colorado!  We need to maintain these areas for US!
Protecting our air quality is paramount!  This can and must happen with environmentally sound transit plans. Transportation in the Cottonwood Canyons and from Salt Lake City to Wasatch Back MUST accomplish this goal!  Bus Rapid Transit up Little Cottonwood and Big 
Cottonwood Canyon is the ONLY alternative.  A designated lane for the busses is possible without destroying the views of the mountains while traveling those gorgeous areas.  They must be frequent in their schedules and run year round.  Parking lots or structures at the 
mouths of the canyons or stops in the valley are a necessity!  Trains should not even be considered further!  The electricity lines, snow sheds and destruction of the canyon walls to accommodate rail lines is just unthinkable!  PLEASE DELETE THIS ITEM FROM CONSIDERATION!
Another option to consider for the Cottonwood canyons is to have shuttle busses operate in the canyons ONLY!  No cars would be allowed as is the program at Zion Canyon and Bryce Canyon!  Also, an option could be to charge a user fee to drive the canyons as is the case in 
Millcreek Canyon.
Transportation issues to connect Alta, Snowbird, Brighton, Solitude, Canyons, Park City and Deer Valley via tunnels and/or ski lifts would again destroy water resources and destroy our wilderness areas.  Once a wilderness area is violated, it is destroyed FOREVER!  Please 
PROTECT THEM.  
Salt Lake is not Europe and we should not try to mimic it.  We have something unique in all the world here and it MUST BE PRESERVED.  Business should not be allowed to destroy it!

Sandy, UT 4/1/2015

The enormous task you’ve taken on is heroic and, absolutely essential.   Thank you for the hard work you’ve done so far.   We know it will continue to be challenging, but we also know it is necessary, really imperative, to establish an over-arching vision and a plan to manage 
the thing that makes the Central Wasatch what it is- a rare, even unique, wild and natural habit adjacent to the thriving populations centers of Utah.   There is no other place in the country that is so wild and so close to civilization.  It is the heart of Northern and Central Utah, 
and without your work it will be ruined.   That can’t be allowed to happen.
My message is simple and heart felt.   I love these mountains.  I want you to protect and preserve them.  I am willing to sacrifice my personal experiences to ensure an enduring natural environment.  
When I visited here for the first time (1991) at the peak of the wildflower season, I was moved by the pristine glorious sweeps of Albion Basin, and it was then that I decided to try to live close to that wild beauty.   I do now and I worry greatly for this glorious natural place.   I 
worry about our projected population growth and how it will tax the resources of the Wasatch.  I worry about the water that feeds us, the wild life that inspires us, the trails that lead us into the forests and high terrain- I even worry about the resorts, and how they can adjust 
to drought and a warmer climate. 
Wendell Barry once said that “serving one good at the expense of another is no solution” and that if you do that enough "all together those non-solutions will result in a net loss to nature and the human common-wealth.”    In my opinion, that is what is occurring today with 
the endless uncoordinated nibbling at the resource of the Wasatch, with no over all view of the whole.  It is that that you can arrest and replace with a truly well-thoughtout Mountain Accord.   We need this to conserve the asset that makes Salt Lake Valley and surrounds the 
attractive and ideal place we all love, and need. 
There are features of the Mountain Accord Blueprint that give me great hope.  
At the top of that list is the land exchange that will permanently protect Mount Superior and Flagstaff Mountain, plus in-holding in White Pine an Days Fork.  I would hope you will find a way to add Grizzly Gulch to that list.
I am thrilled that you are proposing to add Federal protections to the public domains of the Wasatch; and equally thrilled that you intend to implement an environmental monitoring and reporting program to support a sustainable watershed and healthy habitat and natural 
environment.  We need a well-funded trails stewardship and maintenance program that assures the health of the environment and the quality of the experience.
To address the surges in traffic in Little Cottonwood, I know you must add public transportation and I can see that will require experience, skill, collaboration and creativity.   I urge you to work together and with the community of stakeholders who are counting on your 
wisdom and judgment to spend our tax payer monies wisely for the benefit of the entire community.  I am a skier but I do not wish to degrade LCC’s environment to make my trips easier or faster.  I do not need a train or a gondola.  I want a healthy canyon.   I see both the 
train and the gondola as part of a development scheme that may benefit some, at the expense of the greater Wasatch.  
I trust that as you engage in the hard work ahead you are serving the future generations of Utahns who will be forever grateful that you have conserved and preserved the natural resource of the Central Wasatch. 

Sandy, UT 4/21/2015



To All
First and foremost thank you for working hard and long to resolve the host of critical issues surrounding our pristine and treasured Central Wasatch Mountains. Because of their singular uniqueness, competing forces wanting access to them and use of them is inevitable. 
Hopefully your work through Mountain Accord will result in securing essential Federal protections of the most fragile corridors, while preserving avenues for those interested in respectful development while carefully following guidelines, boundaries and regulations so central 
to long term viability. What none of us can afford is outright violation of our pristine environmental corridors so essential to the needed ecological balance throughout the Range. 
Having grown up in this area and lived away for two and half decades, I appreciate how relatively “untouched” our mountains have remained. We live at the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon and love to hike the trails and ski the areas available to us. Even though some 
development is inevitable, I would hope that any, is done with heightened awareness, that we can’t improve on the environment only hurt or destroy it. It’s why “marketing" the area as if it were just another "theme park” is so out of keeping with the grandeur and relative 
fragility of the place.
It’s my understanding that Mountain Accord is an arena within which multiple voices can be heard and understood for what each can contribute, what each stands for, what each wants. It would be tragic if any voice, regardless of money, status or political clout were to 
dominate. It is our mountains that we're talking about. An area to be appreciated and respected, not a toy with which to play until it’s broken or damaged, perhaps beyond repair. 
One last comment. Having seen what has happened in far away Nepal, as thousands upon thousands flock to the Mount Everest “Base Camp” creating never-ending lines of people and leaving the entire area strewn with litter, I find it deeply unfortunate that stakeholders in 
Mountain Accord have also announced their "ultimate base camp" development plans. The notion itself, tragically flies in the face of the actual nature of our mountains, what they represent, their uniqueness and how they must be protected, essentially as is, for generations to 
come. What we don’t need is any hint that our mountains are simply passageways for curious tourists through which to ride, or otherwise traverse indiscriminately. It’s simple not the nature or our place.
Thank you for your diligent work. Please continue to do whatever is possible to protect the pristine nature of the Central Wasatch, allowing smart and respectful development while cordoning off the vast most fragile areas through Federally mandated actions. 
Thank you

Sandy, UT 4/21/2015

Hi 
These are some of my thoughts.
No train
No tunnel
No fees to enter canyon 
No interconnect system 
Thank you

Sandy, UT 4/28/2015

Thank you for asking for public feedback.  In a nutshell, here is my response to the development/protection blueprint proposed by the Mountain Accord:  protect the watershed at all costs, no trains, no tunnels and manage the resort expansion. 
If Salt Lake City’s population does grow at the projected rate, protecting the watershed will be of utmost importance.  People cannot live in the desert – even the high desert – without water.  Putting aside the fact that Salt Lake Valley residents must start conserving water 
(especially in view of reduced snowfall in the face of our changing climate), keeping the Wasatch Mountains’ snowpack clear and clean is crucial.  The best way to protect the watershed is not to develop the Cottonwood Canyons any further.  I realize that is not possible but 
limiting the new resort development to the smallest possible footprint is important.  The Salt Lake Valley’s residents need all the snowpack they can get.
Putting light rail up Little Cottonwood Canyon is a terrible idea.  The expense alone would be preposterous: from an archived Salt Lake Tribune article from December 2012, the TRAX extension from Sandy to Draper was a $194 million project – and that was for only 3.8 miles in 
a straight, flat line.  A train up Little Cottonwood Canyon would at most be used five months out of the year during ski season, which is hardly worth the expense and the destruction to habitat and watershed.  A better, cheaper and much less intrusive solution?  Double the 
number of ski buses so that people don’t have to wait for rides up and down the canyons (and have those ski buses run on natural gas to keep the air pollution down).  Then, in the summertime when the tourists go away and ridership drops off, the buses can be redirected 
elsewhere.  The major reason I don’t tend to use the ski buses?  I don’t want to have to wait.  Many more buses, marketed well to both tourists and locals so that people can understand the ease and flexibility of use, would change my habits for sure.
Tunnels between the Cottonwood canyons and through to Park City are another terrible idea.  Tunnels through the Wasatch Mountains would be destructive and disruptive.  There is so little backcountry and wild habitat left in the canyons, what little is left should be 
protected.  Moose, deer, pikas, mountain goats, marmots, rabbits, mountain lions, coyotes and a host of other critters call the Wasatch their home.  We need to protect their habitat - they cannot protect themselves.  And with lift prices ever creeping up and shutting out the 
majority of middle-class Utahns, the Cottonwoods backcountry is the only place locals can go without breaking the bank.
When I moved to SLC from Maine years ago, people asked me if I missed the ocean.  I didn’t (and don’t) because of the Wasatch Mountains right here in my backyard.  Coming from the East Coast where there is scarcely any public land left, where almost everything is privately 
owned and inaccessible to the general public, it continually amazes me that so many native Utahns do not understand what a gift it is to have so much public land available in the state, especially the wild beauty of the Wasatch so close to the city.  In Maine, you can’t get to the 
ocean unless you go to a state park beach because the coastline has been snatched up by private landowners.  In Utah, Forest Service and BLM land is available to everyone.  There is so little wilderness left in this county, what there is should be protected.  As Utah residents, as 
stewards of the incredible Wasatch Mountains, it is our duty to protect this endangered natural resource as much as possible, to protect the land, the water and the animals, and to keep it available for future generations to enjoy, as unspoiled as possible.
Please do the right thing.  Protect the Wasatch.  Thank you.  
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The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.
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railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
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*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.
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Sandy, UT 4/29/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
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Sandy, UT 4/29/2015

Dear Mountain Accord Planners,
I appreciate your asking for input from Utah citizens and you plan for the future. 
I think preservation of the unique landscape of the Wasatch Front should be the first consideration in planning. We are unique in having a wilderness area so close to our population centers and well as these mountains and canyons with ecosystems that are so different form 
our valleys. Also, 60% of our our culinary water comes from our mountain snow pack, and preserving this is essential. 
I think climate change must be a central consideration in planning.  It is hard to predict, as we don't know if the work will follow hi-emission scenarios or drastically reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Based on what is happening today, there is no good evidence that nations of 
the world will make the necessary changes or that the United States Congress will take a leadership role in the process. I think any planning should include careful consideration of the scenarios in the 2014 document, Assessment of Climate Change in the Southwest United 
States, A Report Prepared for the National Climate Assessment. Even with the best case scenarios, where world temperature increase is limited to 2 degrees Centigrade, there will be significantly less snow, a shorter ski season, and fewer employees in the ski industry (absent 
any countering trends).
I don't see benefit to the environment with trains or tunnels. While I don't like to pay to go up in the canyons, I think the toll in Millcreek Canyon has produced significant benefits. It should be considered in the other canyons. Those using a bus could be exempted from the 
tolls. With more bus users, more frequent busses could be employed.

       

Sandy, UT 4/30/2015

I fully support the One Wasatch concept. 
It has the potential to yield significant environmental benefits by reducing automobile traffic up Little and Big Cottonwood Canyons.  This is due to the fact that it would allow vacationing tourists to stay in the Park City area where there is a large bed base and nightlife,  and 
ride quiet, electrically powered lifts to access Alta, Snowbird, Brighton and Solitude as part of their vacation experience without having to drive up the canyons.  The result is less exhaust, tire residue and less traffic in the Cottonwood canyons.
While not as large as some of the interconnected European resorts, the combined lift-accessible area will become the most significant ski area complex in North America, which will be good for the Utah economy.
The environmental impacts are all net positive.    A few additional lifts are not going to hurt the beauty of the mountains, nor bother the wildlife.  

Sandy, UT 4/30/2015



We are writing to comment on the proposed Mountain Accord blueprint. Through our company, Hydro Holdings, LLC, we own a one hundred year old hydroelectric power plant, together with associated structures, buildings, power lines and pipelines, in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. We also are the beneficiaries of several easements in the canyon, which we use regularly and depend upon to run our operation.
We are writing because we oppose any portion of the Mountain Accord project, including, but not limited to a rail system or a road, that would negatively affect our use and enjoyment of our hydroelectric infrastructure or established easements.

Sandy, UT 4/30/2015

We find the Mountain Accord “The Proposed Central Wasatch Blueprint” (Blueprint) to be flawed in both it’s conclusions and it’s process. 
To hit our top-level concerns:
1. No justification for the projection of a nearly 100% increase in Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC) traffic by 2040 is provided. MA’s “Existing Conditions & Future Trendlines of the Transportation System” shows that traffic in LCC has been statistically flat for the past decade with 
a slight down-tick in growth during the Financial recession and a corresponding slight up-tick to previous levels, post recession. The MA report provides no justification whatsoever to support a projection of 100% growth in LCC traffic and in fact the data provided indicates 'no 
growth' is the expected trend. Without solid projections of traffic growth accompanied by well referenced sources and well vetted models with stated assumptions, no recommended change in transportation can be evaluated or meaningfully compared to alternatives. Without 
justifying a deviation in growth from the past 10 years, the need for any change whatsoever in the transportation system can not be accessed. This is a fundamental flaw in the study and it’s conclusions. 
2. Regardless of any increases of traffic up the current LCC corridor as it stands, building a transportation corridor through LCC that links Big Cottonwood Canyon and Park City will most certainly vastly increase the traffic through LCC regardless of the transportation system 
used. Regardless of the transportation system used, this will have a significant negative impact on every aspect of the Canyon’s environment, violating two of the MA’s own “Key Actions” — “Preserve Land, protect watersheds and water resources” and “Protect and restore the 
environment.” At the same time, increasing traffic via LCC to Park City and the ski resorts in BCC would almost certainly reduce (relatively or absolutely, depending on projections) peak traffic in BCC and the I-80 corridor. Trading lower traffic on the I/80 corridor with increased 
traffic in LCC would clearly be inconsistent with MA's stated Environmental goals for LCC.
3. Water is becoming the most precious resource in the West. Virtually every climatic model predicts a trend of increasing water scarcity and increasing water value throughout this century. The MA proposes to trade some (unquantified) water rights to Alta in exchange for 
some property rights necessary to effect the MA Blueprint. Lower LCC creek is now dry for most of the year, degrading a rare riparian environment to a desert one for the benefit of the residents of one municipality. If water resources in upper LCC are not essential to the 
existing users, it would be far more beneficial to the LCC environment to use those water rights to allow water to flow once again through the lower Canyon, reversing the damage already done by past improperly allocated water rights. This use of the water rights would 
appear to be far more in keeping with the MA’s stated goals of protecting water resources and restoring the environment than making more snow for a privately held resort. At any rate, shifting water rights from large metro areas that serve hundreds of thousands of people to 
financially benefit a handful of property and resort owners would appear to make little sense except to those few who will gain financially at the cost of the many. While MA does not address quantities of water rights transferred, any discussion of the transfer of water rights 
from a municipal or county entity to a selected few commercial, for-profit entities should be part of a comprehensive water development plan for the SLC Valley and not driven in isolation by the exigencies of a transportation plan. 
4. Governance and Process:  All decision authority for selecting the recommendations in the Blueprint rested with the MA’s executive board (EB). It is not clear what constituencies or interests the individual members of the EC represent or if they have specific financial stakes in 
particular alternatives. Because a closed board of unelected officials exclusively control the MA decision making process that could financially and environmentally affect much of the Salt Lake Valley, the current MA process is inherently flawed.  Rather  than vesting decision 
authority in an all-powerful executive board, which is not clearly answerable directly to the voters of the SLC Valley, the voters/residents should have a clear line of representation on the board and key decision points should be submitted to citizens' referendums or votes by 
elected representatives of the citizens potentially affected by the EC’s decisions. 

Sandy, UT 4/30/2015

First of all, thank you for all the hard work that has been done so far in looking for ways to preserve the unique treasure that is the Wasatch Range.  And thanks for allowing comments.
In general, I absolutely support the idea of working together to come up with solutions that will keep preserve the Wasatch experience, now and for years to come.  To that end, I think there are several recommendations in the Blueprint that make a lot of sense - such as land 
swaps and increased protection of sensitive backcountry spaces.
I do, however, have serious concerns about proposals to link the LCC, BCC and Park CIty areas - particularly with aerial trams, tunnels, etc.  To me, that would compromise the backcountry terrain in those areas (where I spend a LOT of time in both the winter and summer) with 
little positive benefit to the area.  So while I do support transportation alternatives in the canyons, I'm strongly in favor of those that would be less intrusive to these sensitive areas (primarily, improved bus service).
As both a resident of the immediate area (I live at the mouth of LCC)and frequent backcountry traveller, I support the recommendations to improve the Blueprint that have been put forward by the joint Wasatch Backcountry Alliance/Winter Wildlands Alliance proposal.  It 
seems that the current Blueprint, while attempting to balance interests, has come down a little too much on the side of development - which I do not believe represents the overwhelming opinion of those of us who live, work and recreate in and around the Wasatch.  Certainly 
tourism and some development need to be part of this plan, but not at the expense of the wild areas and the activities like hiking, snowshoeing and backcountry skiing that are growing in popularity.
Again, thank you for providing an opportunity to comment.  I'm sure that as we work together we can arrive at solutions that will preserve this special area for future generations.

Sandy, UT 4/30/2015

We are writing to follow up on our first comment regarding our hydroelectric plant in Little Cottonwood Canyon (Hydro Holdings, LLC). We also oppose any portion of the Mountain Accord project that would impact our water rights or the water flow of Little Cottonwood Creek. Sandy, UT 5/1/2015

I knew very little about Mountain Accord until my son did a college paper on something local that they had an interest in.  Being a lifelong skier, he attended several meetings and presented it at SLCC.  I learned so much about this project and would love to see it proceed for 
many reasons.  My husband is a ski instructor and tourists would love this type of access to other ski areas without having to rent cars. If you would like a copy of his report, let me know and I will send you a copy. It is quite impressive.  He also did a video.

Sandy, UT 5/1/2015

The current document does not address the fact that transportation alternatives currently available are not adequately being utilized.   Current trax, bus & front runner systems are not helpful since they are not properly managed.    Having a frontrunner system which does not 
run on Sunday is criminal.   Huge amounts of money were spent to build rail systems, both frontrunner & trax, padding UTA officials pockets and they refuse to run the system when needed.    Having an airport trax is useless when it doesn't run at all hours the airport runs.   
Currently airport employees can not use trax because it's hours of operation are pathetic.   How can we comment on funding transportation systems which are run by a greedy private corporation whose interests are clearly not in serving the public.    Having more eco friendly 
free bus service to the ski resorts would greatly reduce pollution, but this is not given as an alternative, the bus service currently available is so limited it forces people to drive cars!    UTA  is the problem, don't give them more funding through mountain accord.    Preserve the 
beauty of the canyons, don't destroy the canyons by building railways that will never be utilized or even run.   There is currently no summer bus service to either big or little cottonwood canyon.   If you don't offer an alternative, pollution is inevitable.
Mountain accord plan doesn't address the major issues, so as it stands is a feeble proposal.

Sandy, UT 5/2/2015



Thanks for managing this Mountain Accord process to ensure everyone is heard. I have been an active user of the Wasatch for 27 years visiting ski area, backcountry skiing from most of the major summits and ridgelines, hiking in the summer and ice climbing.  The Wasatch is 
unique in the world as offering superb outdoor lands so close to a major city.  In my prior job as Executive Director of Outward Bound International I visited over 40 countries and never found anywhere to equal Salt Lake City.
I applaud the Mountain Accord process and the efforts to preserve the quality of experience in key backcountry terrain, provide enduring protection against ski resort and residential expansion and resolve transportation issues involved in accessing the mountains.  
I oppose or question some aspects of the February 2015 Mountain Accord Blueprint and believe other areas deserve further study before informed comments can be made.
Oppose Train service up Little Cottonwood Canyon
A railway would be visually intrusive, very noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife. 
Understandably the ski resorts would like better guest access during times of heavy demand.  We believe better access might be achieved with improved bus service.  A dedicated bus lane might be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, 
with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.  Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel time to driving and affordable or people will continue to drive.  Aside from previously stated objections to a train (presumably a cog railway), bus service would be preferable because: 
 Trains would carry more passengers per trip than a bus, so frequency of train service would probably not be as good as a bus option.  

 In low demand times during the year and during each day, operating a train may not be economical, or result in expensive fares and infrequent service.  

 Bus service could be scaled to match demand more flexibly than a train, by using vans and various size buses, while maintaining a frequent schedule.  

 A special maintenance facility for the railway may be needed near the mouth of Little Cottonwood in a prime residential area or in the scenic upper part of the canyon.

More Attention to Environmental Focus and Impact of Climate Change 
The discussion of environmental concerns in the Blueprint is good but needs to be more central to planning.  Protecting the Wasatch environment should drive other parts of the Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.  The impact 
of climate change as forecast by numerous Utah climate scientists; Rob Gillies, State Climatologist, Rob Davies, Utah Climate Center and Jim Steenburgh, University of Utah.
Tunnels and other transit issues deserve further study
 I believe the Blueprint should address the greatest transit needs for residents and guests of the Wasatch Front and Back distinct from ski resort marketing and profitability.  I would favor improved transit between Salt Lake City and Park City, such as improved bus service or 

train.  I'm highly skeptical of tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City they would mainly serve as ski resort marketing devices that would do little to address regular transit needs for residents and guests, and 
 tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and/ or after construction such as water pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons, and 

 tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and if these are paid by Utah taxpayers they generally would not benefit from them.

Land swaps
The Blueprint proposes a number of land parcel exchanges.  This sound like a fine resolution to long standing disputes to preserving pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in less sensitive locations.   However, it was difficult to see at 
the scale provided exactly where the various land parcels are located, what visual and other environmental impacts might result, and what the process would be for each change in ownership.  Therefore, though I support the general concept of land swap but reserve final 
judgment until we see the details. 

Sandy, UT 3/18/2015

How accurate are growth forecasts for recreational skiing/snowboarding given the following factors?
 Climate Change.  The Utah State Climatologist projects spring snow disappearing by 2100.  This might result in demand for skiing being much below the projections of Ski Utah, a massive increase in water supply desired for snowmaking, or use of artificial ski surfaces at lower 

elevations.
 Declining Interest of Youth in being Outdoors.  Today’s youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents (America’s Great Outdoors 2011).  How will this affect future ski area attendance?

 Cost of Lift Tickets.  The economic impact of Mountain Accord has yet to be determined.  However it is reasonable to assume that skiers/ snowboarders will bear the costs of improved access and expanded facilities through more expensive lift tickets.  How will these 

increased costs impact demand for skiing in the Wasatch?  How much usage would shift to other areas such as Sundance, Snowbasin, Powder Mountain, etc. as ticket prices increase?  Skiing is already unaffordable for most middle income Utah families; only 7% of Utah 
residents currently ski in resorts.  How much will lift ticket price increases further reduce access for Utahns?
What would be the economic impact on access to the canyons?  
 Part of the plan for reducing vehicle access to the Cottonwood canyons is an “economic disincentive” or fee per vehicle.  This could make access to the canyons more challenging or impossible for youth and economically disadvantaged people.  

 Having toll booths at the mouth of the canyons, either when entering or exiting would be unfavorably received by canyon users.  

 Is increasing the cost of using the canyons worth the tradeoff to improve resort skier access for a few winter months?  Would every canyon user be subsidizing a ski industry that caters to wealthy non-residents?  

Conclusion 
The inclusive Mountain Accord process is a magnificent effort.  Any Mountain Accord agreement that increases transportation capacity should ensure protection of the environment; ensure that transit improvements meet the needs of residents at a reasonable cost and are 
not inflated to improve ski resort marketing.
I have yet to see persuasive evidence that the ski industry marketing concept of “One Wasatch” benefits the region. Such a major change to existing ski is management should be evaluated on a need and cost basis as well as an environmental impact basis. At this stage, the 
need is not a given and the cost and environmental impacts are not known.  Ski Utah should make public their studies of the impact of One Wasatch.
Finally, doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.  The future demand discussed in the in the Blueprint is an uncertain 
projection due to economic, societal and climate change impacts.  Further independent study is recommended regarding future visitation patterns and potential impacts of development.



The January 2014 Mountain Accord Early Scoping Package states:
“The overarching goal of Mountain Accord is to preserve and improve the natural environment of the Wasatch Mountains and adjoining areas to ensure the prosperity, character, livability, and well-being of the region. Key components of this goal include establishing a 
modern, environmentally sustainable transportation system; environmental stewardship; water resource and watershed protection; air quality improvements; a vibrant economy; and quality recreation opportunities.”
Let’s not lose sight of the preservation goal in this effort.  In your effort to “plan for growth” do not get caught up in the belief that you must continually provide accommodation for more users.  If you do, you will ultimately fail to meet your “overarching goal.”
My perspective is primarily as a dispersed recreationalist, though I annually maintain a Solitude ski card and visit all the Central Wasatch resorts on occasion.  I am a backcountry skier, cyclist, hiker, ice climber and rock climber, so I travel throughout the resource area on a 
regular basis throughout the year.  I’ve either skied, biked or hiked every significant drainage in the area, and in most cases done all three. I think it critical to understand that the Central Wasatch is a very small resource area.  It is possible to traverse the range in a day any 
number of ways, so opportunities for solitude are really fairly limited and they are jeopardized by this proposal.
I want to make the following points:
1) I am highly opposed to any form of transportation connections from the Cottonwood Canyons to Park City or its resorts.  This includes the proposed tunnels as well as lifts previously proposed elsewhere.  The end result of either is an increased user base which would be 
contrary to your stated overarching goal of reducing user impacts.  The Park City ridgeline should remain a barrier between the communities.  It is a benefit in its present state in that it serves to keep this little mountain range as big as possible.  An additional effect of these 
access means would be increased residential and commercial development on the Park City and Heber sides of the range and increased property values to the detriment of existing residents.  One can envision a future with high-rises at the Park City terminal being marketed to 
wealthy New Yorkers so they can quickly access Alta and Snowbird powder skiing.  Lovely I’m sure from Ski Utah’s perspective but an abomination to anyone currently on the ground.  While I think Park City is a nice enough place, my perspective is that those who choose to ski 
there should accept what they get. 
2) The transportation analysis used to establish viable alternatives is flawed and hints that the analysis may not have been performed in a pre-decisional manner as required by NEPA.  As an example, your Transportation Corridor Purposes and Alternatives document provides a 
Corridor Purposes Table with 14 itemized purposes.  Note that under Alternatives Proposed to Drop from Further Consideration you state that Alternative F (increased bus service) meets purpose 3 (re avalanches) but fails to meet the other 13.  I will challenge that analysis by 
stating that increased bus service as a sole remedy would in fact likely meet purposes 1, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 13, and 14 and would not preclude meeting the other stated purposes.  Look for example at the UTA Transit and Air Quality fact sheet, February 2014, where the goals and 
accomplishments of the agency’s clean bus fleet are shown.  Are these reduced emissions considered in your work?  How can you possibly conclude that increased use of low-emission buses does not reduce auto use, vehicle emissions, or parking impacts?  This analysis is 
troubling.  Please describe how these conclusions were reached.  Also note that purposes 2 and 12 are duplicative in stating a need to provide “competitive transit service.”  I ask you to define “competitive” in this context and to justify this as a need.  
3) I am generally opposed to any resort expansion, including new lifts.  I am completely opposed to expansion in Little Cottonwood but open to the limited expansion in Big Cottonwood under certain conditions.  It is a given that the Cottonwood resorts would expand their 
operations to consume any and all available terrain if left unhindered, even to their own detriment.  I think it time this be put to a stop.  It is one of the sublime vistas of the developed Wasatch to be able to look from the comfort of the Goldminer’s Daughter or Mid Gad day 
lodge at the Little Cottonwood Ridge, Mt. Superior and Emma Ridge in its undeveloped glory.  This should remain forever so, a boundary to never be crossed.  More problematic is the Grizzly Gulch drainage.  Access to Mt. Wolverine via Catherine’s Pass is already at the whim of 
Alta.  Should they develop Grizzly Gulch it could be cut off completely from Little Cottonwood.  Much of Silver Fork is also at peril.  Currently, resort skiers from Solitude exit the resort from the Summit chair and traverse to Twin Lakes Pass and ski upper Grizzly Gulch, many 
with no avalanche equipment and presumably no training.  Be careful what concessions are given to Solitude’s proposed addition or resort skiers will treat the entirety of Silver Fork as their own side country, with a significant adverse effect on touring skiers and greatly 
increased avalanche hazard to all users of the drainage.  This drainage has several known slide paths including one in its mid-section that must be crossed to exit the canyon.  Do not enable Solitude to extend the Honeycomb return chair such that it enables and encourages 
resort skiers to enter the top of Silver Fork.

Sandy, UT 4/30/2015

4) I believe that the public’s responsibility to provide for increased profitability or increased user numbers at the Cottonwood resorts is limited.  That they already exercise sole operational control over extensive sections of public land, and for profit-making purposes, is 
somewhat troubling in itself.  It is my understanding that the only current limits on numbers of resort users are either self-imposed ones or due to restrictions on parking development.  That they exhibit this great desire for public transit is an open statement that their vision of 
the canyon is more users.  The experience is in my opinion already a compromised one at both Alta and Snowbird during the winter with the existing number of users.  It is not the drive so much that I dislike, but what I encounter at its end.  I am also aware that these resorts 
have made comparison of their user number densities to resorts in Colorado specifically in order to justify an increased user base.  I would argue that the terrain differences and relative amounts of grooming would make that comparison a strained one and the “Wasatch 
powder experience” at these resorts is already in trouble.   There is no more of a good thing to be had here.
 5) You cannot gauge the real public support for a rail system until you provide at least a partial design solution that details the alignment, system type, its cross-section and impact on existing resources, where it would be accessed, what its true travel times are, and what the 
burdens for skiers to use it would actually be.  I participated in the initial Mountain Accord online scoping survey and I’ve seen the products and conclusions derived from it.  It is one thing to ask people if they enjoy riding trains and if they’d enjoy riding one to Alta.  Indeed I 
would answer yes.  It is another to implement a design in a palatable fashion, so the former should not be construed to inform the latter.  I would like to be able to support a limited rail system but I think you’re hard pressed to find a design/alignment combination that does 
not do significant irreparable harm to the canyon. 
6) The Mountain Accord Blueprint notes that 145 acres within the resource area are devoted to parking, but does not indicate how much of this parking acreage would be removed with installation of a rail or BRT system.  Are there any assurances in place that any of this 
acreage would then be recovered?  The Blueprint also claims that the project area built environment will increase over 40% by 2040 and that transit-oriented development will preserve existing community character.  How do these statements apply to a rail system in the 
Cottonwood Canyons?  
7) The Transportation Draft White Paper analyzes travel times under various scenarios.  It is quite curious to me how a rail system going up the 8% Little Cottonwood grade is anticipated to require only 36 minutes to travel from Sandy to Alta while a bus is anticipated to require 
56 minutes for the same trip.  Under what conditions are these scenarios analyzed?  This analysis does not seem to account for waiting and loading times.  What would be the anticipated frequency of train service and how should that be factored into waiting time?
8) The least impact in a new evacuation option for Little Cottonwood Canyon may in fact be a tunnel from Alta to Brighton for auto use.  Have you considered this as an alternative to meet that stated need alone should you not construct a rail system? 
I applaud the effort and much of the vision that has gone into this process and hope there is success in efforts to exchange lands in order to provide long-term protections.  I am wary of further canyon and resort growth, whether it be on the hill or at the base, and of 
transportation systems whose primary purpose seems to be to serve resort expansion.  I encourage you to seek creative solutions that minimize additional infrastructure.  Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Growth within the SLC basin and corresponding increased use of the Wasatch range is inevitable.  Planning for and accommodating for that growth must happen or the area will be overrun and the user experience greatly degraded.  Providing transportation in methods other 
then private auto is essential to minimizing long term impacts.  There is no question that there will be increased cost and impact associated with construction and operation.  That is not the questions!  What path offers the least impact while allowing the most enjoyment is the 
question that must be focused on. Its not a choice between black and white. No action might seem attractive with this metric but at what cost of enforcement? 
My words of advice are to bite the bullet and have the strength to make the hard choices.  As the process develops there will be lots of proposals brought forth for consideration.  Proposals that will make some people a lot of money and they will be supported by expensive 
presentations surrounded by people in suits.  Who will stand up and advocate for the mountains?  There is no money to made doing that!  Development can occur in a manner that promotes stewardship of the natural environment but that path will almost certainly cost more 
money upfront and reduce monetary returns over the long run.  If Vail is the ideal you pursue the path forward is easy.  If something special is what you have in mind the selection of the path forward becomes much more difficult as those whose support you seek will not be 
paid to represent the vision.  They will be motivated by a love of the outdoors.

Santa Fe, NM 3/19/2015



The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Saratoga Springs, UT 4/28/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Saratoga Springs, UT 4/28/2015

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the process you have been undertaking for a lengthy period, and for including many interested parties. I have long been interested in the future of the Wasatch range, having lived in Utah for almost four decades. I participated in 
the Wasatch Canyons master plan that was adopted in 1989, served on the Organizing Committee of the 2002 Winter Games, and have owned a timeshare in Iron Blosam at Snowbird since the late seventies when it was still land belonging to the US Forest Service! I returned 
to hike in the Wasatch last fall, observed surveyors in Grizzly Gulch with some trepidation, and have followed the Mountain Accord process even though I now live in Seattle. I regard this process as a singularly important endeavor.
There have been comprehensive and valuable blueprints intending to preserve the natural qualities of the Central Wasatch and to protect this unique range for future generations. Previous recommendations have become even more salient as population pressure increases. 
They include:
- Drinking water for valley residents is of paramount concern. The Wasatch mountains provide the only high quality drinking water for the entire valley. Its value to the region cannot be overestimated. Further development and continued urbanization of any of the seven 
canyons flanking Salt Lake City and environs will necessarily degrade this resource.
- Each canyon has unique qualities which deserve to be preserved. City Creek provides pristine water; Red Butte hosts ample research opportunities, with valuable past knowledge, and has been largely untrammeled; Emigration provides easy access for development but has 
become overdeveloped and has the worst water quality of the canyons; Millcreek has amenities for visitors but no overnight accommodation, and has been a major asset for local residents to hike, walk their dogs, cycle, and cross-country ski; Big and Little Cottonwood canyons 
serve the watershed needs of the valley, and are already a mecca for national and international all-season tourism.
The uniqueness of each canyon argues for strict preservation of their natural qualities. I am against unifying any of them with the various modes of potential transportation that have appeared in the Mountain Accord discussion. A  One Wasatch concept that has appeared 
frequently in the press (and promoted by Natalie Gochnour, Associate Dean of the David Eccles School of Business, and other spokespersons) is purely a marketing scheme to promote further competition with Colorado as a ski and summer recreation resort. There is already 
plenty for the ski resorts to work with and succeed. Whatever the supposed justification for a "One Wasatch” connecting the canyons with tunnels, gondolas, and year round travel between Park City and Big Cottonwood canyon - one or all of these would spoil what remains of 
the open, un-industrialized space for the community of local or visiting tourists to enjoy.  
With the appropriate stewardship of the US Forest Service, ski resorts could be confined to their current boundaries instead of continuing to cannibalize what remains of public land in the Central Wasatch. These lands are a public benefit, not subject to the needs of 
shareholders and the affluent. The current loss of open space on the valley floor increases the need for vast natural spaces in the canyons, Salt Lake’s de facto playground, especially as the population along the Wasatch Front increases relentlessly. 
Everyone is aware that these lands cannot be free of development, but further urbanization in the form of hotels, condos, roads, and interconnects, marketed in the guise of environmental stewardship, will not serve the public in the long run. Development is irreversible, and 
our future depends as never before on the preservation of this unique range and treasured watershed. 

Seattle, WA 4/29/2015

I believe the best way forward for the Wasach recreation area, including the ski areas of the Upper and Lower Cottonwood Canyon(s), are best provided for in the ONE Wasach concept/proposal.  
The Mountain Accord is deficient in this respect in ski lift linkages between resorts are not provided or allowed.

Silver Spring, MD 4/30/2015

It seems that many of our current canyon users seem to think that adding trains or busses up the canyons will ruin them.  The reality is that with a continuously growing user base this is critical for their survival.  If you think selfishly it is easy to say less buses, trains etc. 
therefore less people and more powder, climbing, fishing for me.  The reality is that if we don’t do something we will destroy our precious resource.  More people will continue to flock to the canyons year after year which means more traffic, congestion, trash etc..  We need to 
improve transportation, parking, and access so that we don’t end up looking like the west desert, littered with shotgun shells and shot up appliances.  
Trains Please!

Snowbird, UT 4/29/2015



To Mountain Accord,
I believe it is absolutely pivotal to produce a long lasting, efficient, and eco-friendly alternative to motorized vehicles carrying those who enjoy the Central Wasatch up our Canyons.
I drive Little Cottonwood Canyon 5 to 7 days a week, and cannot believe the amount of single passenger vehicles I see every day.  I am just as much a culprit of this standard as I am a proponent of fixing it. That is why we must also advance our ideals along with our 
infrastructure.  This means this proposed mode of transportation needs to be convenient.  There needs to be parking and adequate accessibility from other public transportation, and it must be affordable.  The convenience of driving one passenger vehicles in the hundreds is a 
dying principle and we must evolve.
I’d like to see a train that is raised and tunneled in many areas to not effect back country access, animal migration, and will not have to be closed due to slides.  I think a gondola like the towns of Breckenridge and Telluride have could be a good alternative for LCC and BCC also.
Thanks

Snowbird, UT 4/29/2015

As an employee in Little Cottonwood canyon, and a 30 year resident of the Salt Lake valley. I would like to express my support for the planning and effort towards the Mountain Accord project. Transportation issues involving the mountains surrounding the Salt Lake Valley will 
only increase over the next decade and beyond. It is very forward thinking that this project is underway, and without expert knowledge in reviewing the suggested plans, it appears that the scope of the project involves a variety of solutions with various degrees of commitment 
and reach. It is my opinion that a solution involve areas beyond the Cottonwood Canyons – involving Parleys Canyon and Utah County. Any potential solution needs to be larger than the current needs as we would only have to revisit this problem in future years as growth 
continues.
Thank you for your efforts and considerations  Protection of the canyons must involve intelligent use  limiting vehicles not people  Elimination or limitation of access is simply not a viable option

Snowbird, UT 4/29/2015

Hello,  I would like to express my support to improve transportation to our mountain resorts and to make the highway in LCC safer.  In LCC we are often times, winter and summer, dealing with major traffic congestion on the way up the canyon and frequently again on the way 
down.  Please study all transit solutions to help solve this problem!  . We are desperate!  Thanks for the help! 

Snowbird, UT 4/29/2015

I have been coming up this canyon for over thirty years.   This canyon is one of the busiest in the state. If it were in Europe it would have a train.  I would love to see a tracks kind of transportation for this canyon.  It would help with the safety and environmental worries that so 
plague this canyon. Thank you 

Snowbird, UT 4/29/2015

As an employee of Snowbird Ski and Summer resort, I would like to weigh in on my thoughts of the Mountain Accord.
I have been reading through the website, and was pleased at what I saw proposed, transportation wise. This will make such a big impact on our canyon, to cut down the traffic, increase ways to get up and down, and connect to other parts of the Wasatch. I have heard voices 
of concern from friends who were very oposed to the Mountain Accord for environmental concerns, however, after reading more I can see that the plans could really be a benefit to the environment, the locals, and the tourists. I am glad I read more about what is happening, 
and I really applaud increasing public transportation  in whatever form works out best for our canyon that we all love so much  

Snowbird, UT 4/29/2015

I support improving transportation to all Utah Ski Resorts. Over the snow as defined in One Wasatch would be my preference. Ski area connectivity would help Utah’s economy and compete with other ski regions. It would make transportation safer, faster and more convenient. Snowbird, UT 4/29/2015

Mountain Accord is tasked with seeking an appropriate future balance among the various uses and environments within the Central Wasatch, including the backcountry.  
The current balance has been established by the Uinta-Wasatch-Cache Forest Plan.  This plan was implemented after a thorough NEPA process which extensively studied Forest use and found the right balance and provided both permanence and flexibility over time.
To plan for the future Mountain Accord must understand what is at risk before significantly modifying the current condition.  The Carrying Capacity of Wilderness, backcountry, side country and ski areas is what defines each zone’s acceptable level of activity.  The Carrying 
Capacity of each use area needs to be measured and optimized before any wholesale implementation of changes are made to the shared environment.
Although adjacent to each other the various recreational uses are quite different and each use has it’s own particular values.
An increase of thousands of skier days within a ski area is likely welcomed from an economic point of view.  And because it represents a small percentage increase in the overall visitation rate it would not fundamentally change the experience.  The ski areas are where we 
cluster high density activities. The Carrying Capacity of ski areas is quite high and much of the near future use can be managed by addition of lifts and runs.
However, a similar numerical increase in winter backcountry use would be disastrous to the experience and the safety of users.  In these undeveloped areas even a limited increase in visitation will cause congestion and visitors will feel very crowded.
The multiple use portions of the backcountry are very important to Forest health.  They provide a buffer between Wilderness and ski areas and are where various user groups can share terrain.  These are the only locations where the diverse recreational opportunities desired 
on the Forest occur.  They also are sensitive and protected environments for wildlife etc. that could be easily compromised by ski area expansion.
The land exchanges proposed by Mountain Accord are not all the same.  Some protect the backcountry from development and some put the backcountry at risk.  Since any incremental loss of backcountry is irreplaceable each proposed land exchange should be studied 
individually and with care; not combined and authorized through a broad brush legislative land exchange process.
The exception being those ski area proposed land exchanges that protect the backcountry. These are welcomed and can likely be legislatively mandated.  
However, proposed land exchanges that adversely impact the backcountry should go through the  NEPA process to examine desired conditions and insure good solutions.
These include those that would provide lift service to the eastern Little Cottonwood - Big Cottonwood ridge line which would destroy the character of the backcountry due to an increased ease of access.  This would essentially turn prime backcountry into sidecountry. Just the 
potential burden on local Search and Rescue alone is enough to deter this idea. Other proposed Mountain Accord solutions such as tracks, or tunnels are better.
In addition it’s not just the currently popular backcountry areas that need protection.  As yet to be popularized multiple use areas such as those found in American Fork will be needed in the future as an increasing population forces those seeking a less crowded, yet accessible, 
experience to venture outside of the Central Wasatch.  Large land exchanges for these areas should not be granted without examination and study through the established Forest Plan and NEPA processes.
There are other threats to the multiple use areas of the backcountry.
Currently there is an abundance of  Wilderness on the Forest which is vastly underutilized.  No more Wilderness acreage need be added at the expense of the multiple use backcountry.  Lands can be protected through other Mountain Accord proposed means which are less 
restrictive on current activities.
Even if the size of the backcountry remains as it is, predicted increases in population may destroy the character of the winter environment.  Maintaining an acceptable level of quality use, based on Carrying Capacity, can only be sustained by limits on visitation.
Backcountry overuse, and resultant potential conflict, needs to be addressed for aesthetic and most importantly safety reasons.  In very popular areas, on particular days, Carrying Capacity has already been reached. Too many people in the same drainage can cause problems.  
Ski lines, desired for their powder, are limited and easily exhausted.  There is real danger that overcrowding can push users into avalanche threatened areas or of one group of users potentially endangering members of another group.
After more than 40 years Powderbird still represents the single largest group of backcountry skiers in these areas and we do our share to enhance the backcountry experience and safety of the public.
We provide the unique service of escorting skiers through this beautiful yet avalanche prone terrain.  We are the most regulated user group on the Forest and we exercise overcrowding resolution through mobility and avoidance.

Snowbird, UT 4/8/2015

We are very much in favor of maintaining every single backcountry ski run since any reduction at all in available terrain to Powderbird or others will simply increase crowding in the remaining areas.  The more places we have to go the easier it is for us to avoid others.  Our 
clients, as well as other users, are all members of the public that rightfully deserve, and prefer, limited encounters with others in a relatively safe shared environment.
Through an extensive permitting process, including two Environmental Impact Statements, Powderbird’s use of these areas has been, and is now, restricted in both time and place.  Our use has been stable since the 1980’s and capped since 1999.  Our use is not growing…we 
are not the problem.
Other backcountry skiers claim their groups’ use has been increasing and is expected to further increase.  It is fundamentally unfair of an unregulated, growing entity to ask the members of the public who have utilized our guide service since 1973 to step aside so their group 
will have more room to expand.
The Mountain Accord process is the ideal venue, and now is the ideal time, to begin placing conditions on backcountry access in high use areas in order to keep an enjoyable and risk manageable environment for everyone.  
Restrictions should be considered for all users.  Use restrictions similar to those already in place on rivers, trails, and campgrounds throughout the country, including, registration, performance standards compliance, code of conduct agreements and permits.  A combination of 
these will ultimately be helpful in preserving a rich experience.
Not all uses are the same.  Ski areas are very very popular, Wilderness is where one should expect solitude, and multiple use terrain is where you can expect a somewhat in between, but high quality, experience.  For the experience to remain acceptable the backcountry cannot 
be decreased in size, it should not be made more easily accessible and it needs to quickly be protected from over crowding through access restriction. 
Mountain Accord can achieve all these goals through applying an environmentally driven preferential treatment that this limited resource deserves.

  



I attended the Mountain Accord meeting that was held in Park City.  I've also perused your website a number of times.  Unlike many, who seem to be either for or against certain ideas, I seem to be having conflict, making decisions about the blueprint.  I can see both good and 
bad, with man, of the scenarios.  I've taken so long to provide comment, since I am having a difficult time coming up with a definitive vision, that I would like to see.
My preference would be for the Wasatch to be like it was as I grew up hiking, backpacking, fishing, ski touring, hunting, and riding motorcycles, in the Central Wasatch.  I also realize that this isn't going to happen.   Mostly because there are more people living close to the area 
and using the Central Wasatch.  The hiking trails are more crowded, the powder gets tracked out earlier, and there are fewer options for trail riding on my motorcycle.  It was certain to happen, given the proximity to an area that  would see great growth.  
I'm concerned about "undoing" certain things, if they are found to not be good choices, 40 years from now.  Tunnels, rail systems, and aerial transport, seem like they would be permanent fixtures in the Wasatch.  If cleaner energy buses were used, there is more flexibility with 
plan.  Again, I see good and bad with many options.  I have enjoyed visiting Telluride, CO and using their gondola for transportation.  
The area in question is already overused at times.  Taking steps to increase visitation could make things more crowded.  Maybe congestion is a good thing.  It could help to create some balance.  Encourage bicycle, motorcycle, and bus use.  Discourage automobiles.  Once my 
favorite hiking trails in Millcreek became crowded, I quit frequenting those trails, and the canyon.  One less user to contribute to the congestion...
Keep Grizzly Gulch as it is.  No lifts.  No development.  No One Wasatch.  Wait and learn from the linking of Canyons and Park City resorts.  See how many people really use linked resorts.
No transportation links between Big Cottonwood and Park City (trains, buses, opening Guardsman Pass in winter).
Thank you for providing forums to learn about this process. I've found the Mountain Accord to be overwhelming for a simple person like myself.  However, I will keep attending local meeting and further learning about the process.

Snyderville, UT 5/1/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

South Jordan, UT 4/28/2015

I would like to express support for the comments provided by wasatchbackcountryalliance.org.  Implementing controls now to protect key areas for human powered use is very important.  Much like golf, downhill skiing is in a decline.  The industry has created an environment 
that only the very rich can participate in.  The business model of real estate development at the base of the resorts is not sustainable and will compound transportation issues in the canyons.
The mountain accord needs to focus on recognizing the human powered users and protecting appropriate terrain.

South Jordan, UT 4/30/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

South Salt Lake City, U 4/28/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Spanish Fork, UT 4/29/2015



I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity and improved transportation to/from Utah's ski resorts.
If this project goes forward, I would be more willing to move my family and small software business to Park City. I would be more willing to invest in real estate, knowing the convenient World-class skiing opportunity this would present. My work requires access to highly skilled 
workers, and I think I could convince people to move with me if the entire Wasatch was open and convenient to access.
Even if I was not able to relocate, I would be more interested in selecting Utah as a recreation destination.  The ability to access more than one resort in a convenient manner would help Utah’s economy, it would be fun, and it would make me think twice about visiting 
Colorado for my limited days on the snow.  Improved transportation to make my trip from ski areas safer, faster, and more convenient would make me more likely to vacation in Utah with my family, and my four kids would love to explore the entire area.
Thank you for taking my comments into consideration when deciding how to allocate your resources.
Regards,

Springfield, VA 4/30/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Springville, UT 4/28/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Taylorsville, UT 4/28/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Taylorsville, UT 4/28/2015



The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Taylorsville, UT 4/29/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

Taylorsville, UT 4/29/2015

Dear Sirs:  
I want to express my appreciation to everyone who has participated in and assisted with the preparation of the Mountain Accord Blueprint and supporting documents.  I was impressed with the quality. conciseness, and organization of the documents I was able to review.  
I took the survey on the MountainAccord.com website after reviewing the Blueprint document. Within the survey I included numerous comments.  My specific comments on the Cottonwood Canyons scenario are repeated below.    
Cottonwood Canyons scenario.   
I think the scenario presented is reasonable.  Of course, the devil is in the details.  That said,   I endorse the effort to provide permanent protection for over 2,000 acres of holdings owned by the ski resorts.  This will provide much needed certainty for these lands and provide 
quality dispersed recreation, including backcountry skiing, hopefully in perpetuity.  The Blueprint did not make it clear (at least to me) whether these holdings would be purchased by the federal government as funds became available, or if the resorts would continue to own 
them but sign some type of memorandum of understanding (MOU) that they would henceforth be managed by the USFS, or managed under USFS regulations, with public access allowed.  Perhaps that remains to be determined.  Nor does the Blueprint  specify just what 
additional protections these lands would receive. I assume that would be determined ultimately by the land management designation the holdings receive.  I'm not convinced  that any of the federal land management designations (i.e., Wilderness, National Monument, 
National Scenic Area, etc.) identified in the Blueprint are warranted or needed for this acreage, if the  management practices implemented prevent degradation of surface waters within the Canyons.   Any of these proposed designations, but especially designation and 
management as a  WIlderness area,  might galvanize opposition to and possibly scuttle this land management proposal. 
The information concerning the benefits to the resorts, primarily Alta and Snowbird, is vague, so I am reticent to endorse this portion of the scenario.  I do however applaud Mountain Accord for presenting the transit tunnel proposals between LCC and BCC, and between BCC 
and Park City.  I have numerous concerns and reservations  about the tunnel proposals but acknowledge that the tunnel options need to be evaluated, particularly if we do not wish to see Guardsman Pass become a main thoroughfare between SLC and Park City during the 
winter, or additional backcountry acreage consumed by new lifts to connect the resorts.   Hopefully a comprehensive EIS will thoroughly examine the transit tunnel proposals.
The Blueprint does not mention a consideration to expand the Alta ski area into the Mt. Wolverine/Catherine Pass/ Mt. Tuscarora area that I was informed of through Save Our Canyons back in February.  Is this proposal still on the table  ?  I do not support such an expansion.  
Some questions:  
The Cottonwood Canyons scenario mentions  258 acres for base area management (item # 2).  I assume this is to accommodate transit stops in LCC, BCC, and Park City and is a cumulative figure (estimate)  ?   This acreage seems high if it is only for that purpose.    Would the 
additional water for snowmaking  (item # 3) come from dewatering and diversion during tunnel excavation ?  Item # 5 states that the resorts would benefit from "approximately 416 acres in American Fork Canyon."   Would this be an expansion of the Snowbird resort ?  The 
map that accompanies the Cottonwood Canyons scenario does not show any expansion in this area.
In summary, I remain neutral / undecided on this scenario for the Canyons, primarily because of my concerns re: the transit tunnels between LCC, BCC, and Park City, but I endorse proceeding with an EIS for the  tunnels. 

Taylorsville, UT 5/1/2015



Significance for Utah
Long distance destination skiers are usually attracted to the larger resorts.
Whilst Utah has a unique selling proposition in terms of the Greatest Snow on Earth, this has not yet translated into a large inter-continental destination market.
Part of the reason for this lies in the lack of direct flights to Salt Lake City from the major skier exporting countries, particularly Germany and Britain. 
However another reason is the lack of connected resorts in Utah which European skiers are used to experiencing. France led the way in linking up mega ski circuses in the period 1970-2000.  In the last 20 years, Austria has begun to compete with this, creating ski lifts where 
previously buses were the only way to connect between areas.  Austria is now reaping the benefits of this investment. 
In contrast, Switzerland, which has always had a reputation for high service standards, has seen a fall from 30 million skier visits at the millennium to about 25 million, largely as a result of having fewer connected areas, and being perceived as expensive.
Utah has an opportunity, starting with the unification of Park City Mountain Resort and Canyons to transform its position in the destination skier market.  The degree to which this is realised will depend not only on this connection, but the extent to which “One Wasatch” is 
delivered.  No other North American ski region has resorts so close together to be able to create an entity approaching 20,000 skiable acres to rival the mega resorts of France and Austria.
However, there is likely to be ambivalence amongst Utahn skiers and snowboarders about the desirability of sharing their slopes with additional destination visitors – “no friends on a powder day”.
From the perspective of economic development, inter-continental skiers and riders are likely to come for more than a week.  That means they will be present at least five days, Monday to Friday, when the resorts need additional custom.  Destination visitors also spend more in 
hotels, restaurants, on equipment hire and purchase of local transport than locals do.  They are an important part of Utah’s economy and could be even more so in the future.  
So even though very few such destination visitors are likely to participate in this consultation, please do not forget them and their likely needs if they are ever to add the Greatest Snow on Earth to their “bucket list”. 
Cottonwood Canyons
If the four Cottonwood Canyons resorts were connected, they would create a combined area of 7,000 skiable acres, almost as large as the new Park City / Canyons.
These four resorts are also the heartland of Utah’s mountain area averaging 500+ annual inches of snow.  
Resorts on the Park City side of the Wasatch have the high mileage groomed trails to attract international skiers; the four Salt Lake resorts have the quantity of snow which helps create the unique selling proposition.  Neither of these separately will generate as much repeat 
international business compared to what can be achieved if visitors experience both sides of the Wasatch.
The “One Wasatch” concept postulates a link via Twin Lakes Pass via chairlift.  This is necessary to create the experience of a unified four resorts.  But it is not sufficient.
Twin Lakes Pass is one of the snowiest watersheds on the planet.  It is inevitable that there will be times of lift closures during the skiing day.  Visitors, local and destination, will find themselves caught in the “wrong canyon”.  As in Europe, this will be highly popular with local 
taxi drivers, but not anyone else.
As part of the Mountain Accord process, I would like to support the idea of a rail tunnel from Snowbird, through Alta to a point between Solitude and Brighton.  This should be built to allow high density traffic, possibly two lines with a loop either end.  
The entire route, which would be about 4 to 5 miles in length should be in a tunnel and / or protected by avalanche sheds.  Ideally it would be connected by underground pedestrian walkways from the main hotels / lodges in Snowbird and Alta.  If it is done as a funicular, with 
passing places, the link needs to be fast to allow a high frequency service.
One of the principal benefits of this would be provide an alternative route into / out of Little Cottonwood Canyon when avalanche danger is high.  The train could be used to move between Canyons and then Big Cottonwood Canyon, which is seldom affected by avalanches, 
could be an  alternative ground route by car, bus or shuttle to Salt Lake City and the Airport.
Would such a rail connection be worth it?

United Kingdom 1a

The Mountain Accord documentation postulates an extensive public or public/private transport network for the “One Wasatch” area.
The problem is persuading people, particularly local people, to stop using their cars.  
If one considers countries with traffic free villages, the rail option has in some cases been in existence before cars were a prevalent means of transport.  The Zermatt - Visp link in Switzerland is typical of many Swiss mountain railways, being over 100 years old.  There was not a 
major issue persuading people to leave their cars, because they never got used to using them to this resort in the first place.
But in the USA, there will be massive resistance.  One way to try and persuade locals of the benefits of rail travel, is to offer it first, where people cannot currently use their cars – a new link between the eastern ends of Big Cottonwood and Little Cottonwood Canyons.
Once local people begin to become more comfortable with mountain rail travel, it may be time to review whether the network can be extended to some of the other areas proposed by Mountain Accord.
What form(s) of transport should be encouraged / discouraged in the Cottonwood Canyons?
One unique feature of the Cottonwood Canyons is the density and size of population resident near the foot of the Canyons.  This is very different to examples of high-altitude traffic-free villages in the European Alps where the main valleys are usually populated with smaller 
towns or other villages.  Visp, lying below Zermatt, has a population of fewer than 10,000 and nearby Brig is about 13,000.  Such settlements do not generate the intense local traffic flows experienced on winter weekends in American cities such as Salt Lake City and Denver.
Innsbruck in Austria is an example of one of the largest cities in Europe set in a mountain environment, but even here the population is only 120,000, only a fraction of the Salt Lake conurbation.
I am unsure what demand figures Mountain Accord is planning for. A rather elderly study from 2006 still partially available on the internet, appears to indicate that for the period 1993 – 2003, traffic flows on SR 210 were about 8,000 vehicles per day on February and March 
weekends.  If this is still the case, I presume that it means over 10,000 people moving up and down Little Cottonwood Canyon on such days.
One of the greatest challenges is that a very high proportion of more than 10,000 people want to go up the Canyon between 7.30 and 8.45 am on winter weekends and come down between 3.30 and 5.30 pm.  This intensity of flows will be very difficult to cater for.



Access Gondola up Little Cottonwood Canyon 
There are obvious difficulties in sustaining service past almost 50 avalanche tracks.  Siting the gondola line on the south side of the Canyon may mitigate this to some extent compared the avalanche threats to the road.
However, even allowing for the fact that a ropeway would not twist as much as the road, the distance from the jaws of the Canyon to Alta is about 9 miles (14.5 km).  Most modern gondolas travel at between 6 and 7.5 metres per second once they have left terminals.  Even at 
the higher speed, a distance of 14.5 km would take over 32 minutes.  However, this distance would probably require three ropeways in sequence, like the Olympe Gondola connecting Brides les Bains to the Three Valleys in France.  Each station adds to the journey time.  There 
would also need to be a station at Snowbird as well as Alta.  
In consequence, even if it were to be possible to shoehorn a lower terminus into the jaws of Little Cottonwood Canyon, the gondola journey time, not allowing for loading and unloading, would probably exceed 40 minutes to Alta and 35 minutes to Snowbird.  Will this be 
acceptable to locals used to driving up the Canyon?
Another critical factor is the location of the base loading station, and any stations up the line where skiers and riders are expecting to alight and start on trail.  It is worth studying the access to the Olympe Gondola in France’s Three Valleys on “how not to do it”.  The base area 
of this gondola in Brides les Bains is wedged at the entrance to a gorge with minimal car parking.  Everyone has an uphill walk to the lift.  At the top, the lift terminates next to the Olympic ice rink. Skiers and riders have a walk of almost 400 yards to the lifts which go uphill from 
the resort of Meribel.  All of this takes more time and acts as a disincentive to use the gondola.  This gondola is only half the length that a Little Cottonwood Gondola would need to be; and the French one has a 25 minute ride time.
Is there enough land right at the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon to cater for perhaps 8,000 vehicles if Alta and Snowbird were to be largely car free? In a car park this size, the journey time from parking the vehicle to walking or being shuttled to the gondola base becomes 
significant. 
Finally will the access gondola generate massive lines at peak times to go up in the morning and back at the end of the afternoon?   It is important to study capacities for gondolas.  For example, Whistler – Blackcomb’s Peak to Peak Gondola has an hourly capacity of 4,100 
passengers. However, as this is between two mountains, there is substantial traffic going in both directions simultaneously.  With an access gondola this would not be the case. Nearly all the traffic will want to go up in the early morning and back in the evening. 
The new Penkenbahn lift at Mayrhofen in Austria claims a peak capacity of 3,840 per hour, but this relies on 8 standing passengers per cabin for a ride which will take less than 9 minutes.  Without standing passengers, the capacity will be 2,880 persons per hour.
The capacity of the Olympe gondola at Meribel, is about 2,700 per hour along the three connected ropeways.
The two gondolas developed for Sochi are the cutting edge of 3S technology.  Sochi was the first to have a 3S lift with an intermediate station.  Sochi also has the longest lift with 3S – but still only 5.5 kilometers (barely 40% of what would be needed at Little Cottonwood).  
I would suggest that Mountain Accord arranges to study modern examples of access gondolas to see how much of the peak weekend traffic in Little Cottonwood could be accommodated by this method. If the gondola is a merely an option alongside driving up to the resorts, it 
is likely to be underutilised – even with a heavy pricing incentive not to drive.
Mountain Railway Option
I am unable to get my head around how any form of mountain railway could transport 10,000 people, nine miles from the base of Little Cottonwood Canyon to Alta / Snowbird in a time window of under two hours.  Whilst cable railways (funiculars) are capable of track speeds 
of 12 to 14 metres per second, they are for much shorter distances. Some of the quoted higher passenger capacities per hour for funiculars seem to be on short urban lines such as the 600 yards Kabataş-Taksim Funicular in Istanbul.
For an example of a longer journey from urban to alpine, the Hungerburgbahn goes from central Innsbruck in Austria on the first stage of the Nordkette range journey.  This funicular may have a line speed of up to 10 metres per second, but the maximum transport capacity is 
only 1,200 passengers per hour.  And it is just over a mile in length.
Track speeds on other forms of mountain railway are much slower, particular if gradients require “rack and pinion” or some of the steep grade technology to prevent slippage on the track. 
Some form of mountain railway, could obviously be better protected from avalanche danger, although the cost of constructing most of the line in avalanche sheds would be high and may be unsightly.  
The same strictures about the positioning of the base area and the top stations for a mountain railway apply as with a gondola.  
Congestions at the stations, particularly the lower terminus (applies to gondolas and railways) – and en route to the lower terminus.

United Kingdom 

Although road congestion in the Canyons may appear to be the most severe problem, the road network to the base of Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons is not ideal to cater for high densities of early morning or late afternoon traffic. From Junction 6 of i-215 it is about 1.7 
miles to the base of Big Cottonwood Canyon and 5.5 miles to the base of Little Cottonwood.  The distance along SR 209 from Junction 295 on i-15 to the base of Little Cottonwood Canyon is about 7 miles.  
Any transport solution which relies on a large proportion of Canyon users driving to the foot of the Canyon and parking there, creates a “muddy gate” problem, where the approaches to the lower terminus become congested with private vehicles trying to reach the car park.
Of course, one would like to think that most users could be persuaded to use public transport all the way from their homes to the slopes. In the American context, is this realistic?
Why not test out buses first?
Before investing in highly expensive gondola or rail options in Little Cottonwood Canyon, why not try a moderate improvement option?
As an experiment, a partnership including, Utah Transit Authority, UDOT, Snowbird and Alta, could seek authorisation to close SR 210 on one Saturday early in April 2016.  Only property owners in the Canyon, essential service vehicles and possibly shuttle services for 
destination visitors arriving to stay in or leave Alta / Snowbird, would be allowed to use the road on this day.
The two resorts should try to stimulate late ski season demand for that day by a major incentive such as a free or very low cost lift ticket. UTA should provide a free bus service.  UTA would round up every bus they could spare for the periods 7.00 to 9.00 am and from 3.30 to 
5.30 pm.  The aim would be to try transporting more than 10,000 people up Little Cottonwood Canyon in under two hours at the start of the day and back down again at the end.  This would need a lot of buses.
The advantage is that there could be multiple starting points around Salt Lake and Sandy, reducing the “muddy gate” problem.    250 bus trips up the Canyon by road may not seem a very green alternative, but it is considerably greener than 8,000 cars.
It does little to address the avalanche issue except insofar that the smaller number of vehicles on SR210 should be easier to manage.  However, if this looks like a possible improvement, even in the medium term, it is easier and more flexible to buy more buses than to introduce 
light rail.  Whilst light rail has a much greater carrying capacity in urban areas, the logistics of mountain travel for skiing and snowboarding are very different.
Commuters using light rail in the City create peaks Monday to Friday about 50 weeks per year (= 240 to 250 days annually.  
How many days is the traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon really bursting?
On how many days does the number of vehicles wanting to go up exceed 8,000 vehicles?  20 days?  30 days annually?
What is the average daily traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon?  6000 vehicles?  7,000 vehicles?  These are still very high figures for a mountain road with considerable avalanche danger.
The other issue with introducing a mountain rail or gondola solution into Little Cottonwood Canyon is displacement.  Would this result in those who want to drive to a resort choosing Big Cottonwood instead?  Understandably this will not be an acceptable outcome for 
Snowbird and Alta Resorts.
The advantage of an enhanced bus option is that if it works for Little Cottonwood, it could, in time, be applied to Big Cottonwood as well.  
Mountain Rail in Parley’s Canyon
Despite what has been said above, I have more positive feelings about the potential to create a system to transport passengers from and to Salt Lake Airport to Park City by rail.  A greater proportion of these would be destination visitors, using rail to transfer to their lodging, 
rather than locals.  Destination visitors coming to Park City for several days are less sensitive to a journey taking an hour rather than half an hour than are local day visitors.  For destination visitors on shorter breaks, time becomes more pressing.  The arrival / departure of 
destination visitors is likely to be less subject to Saturday or Sunday time specific peaks than the travel needs of locals.  
I have not aimed to address all the issues considered by Mountain Accord; this response is more than long enough already.
This response has been produced to stimulate further thoughts; it is definitely not intended to prescribe long term solutions.  

To Whom it may concern:
As someone who tries to take a ski vacation in Utah 2 or 3 times a year I want to express my support for the Mountain Accord proposal. I think any effort that will provide a more environmental sustainable way to access Utah’s Wasatch Mountain Ski & Snowboard Resorts 
should be pursued. Utah has some of the best skiing I’ve experienced anywhere but that great Mountain experience is threatened by un-planned growth resulting in traffic congestion and overbuilding in the fragile Mountain environment. The Mountain Accord, in my 
estimation, is a necessary first step in addressing these challenges and should be pursued. Thank you for taking into consideration this viewpoint. 


Waltham, MA 5/1/2015

The Mountain Accord proposal has the potential to protect the Central Wasatch Mountains through coordinated and cohesive planning. The overarching goal of Mountain Accord must be preservation of the wild and wilderness aspects of this area which is crucial to the health 
of the Wasatch Front. The watershed and ecosystem services of these lands trump all other considerations, include skiing, tourism, and transportation. In that light, strengthening watershed, forest, and wildland protections must be the main emphases of this plan.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Mountain Accord proposal.

Wanship, UT 4/11/2015



We've traveled to Utah from Washington, DC the past 2 winters - Powder Mountain in 2014 and Brighton in 2015.
We've thoroughly enjoyed our experiences at both resorts.
A couple of comments:
Both resorts could benefit from a bus system to/from airports and even into town for shopping and restaurants.
Neither location had a wide variety of restaurants in the resort vicinity.  We had rented a car so were able to explore a bit, but might be worth exploring a bus option to attract more people into spending money in town.  We drove 15 miles to grocery shop from Brighton.  Also, 
could find no restaurants for dinner in the area other than the one a couple of miles down the hill.  It was very good, but with the projected population growth will need more options.  
We'd be interested in resort connectivity.  We couldn't find anyone who knew if we could buy lift tickets that we could use at Brighton and Alta.  
Employees at both resorts couldn't be more friendly and helpful in all aspects of our ski experience.  Lessons for our boys were top-notch and fun.  Easy to rent equipment and turn it in.

Washington ,D.C. 3/17/2015

I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity as I think it will help Utah’s economy and be more fun. Washington ,D.C. 5/1/2015
Please minimize development of the Wasatch Mountains! I can see that bus transportation could improve access. Please don't allow a trap line! Washougal, WA 4/30/2015

I want to voice my support for One Wasatch.  I come to Utah to ski each winter from Massachusetts. It would make our family's experience even better to have ski resorts linked and to have improved transportation available. Wellesley, MA 4/30/2015
The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

West Bountiful, UT 4/28/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

West Jordan, UT 4/28/2015

The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

West Jordan, UT 4/29/2015



The Wasatch Mountains are a critical resource for Utahns and visitors from all parts of the world.  Protecting the Wasatch Mountains'
environment should drive the Mountain Accord Blueprint, and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered.
Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel
time to driving and affordable, or people will continue to drive.   A
railway would be visually intrusive, noisy and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have
damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.   Instead, a dedicated
bus lane should be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design.
Tunnels among Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City would mainly support ski resort marketing and would do little to address regular transit needs for residents. Tunnels may pose significant environmental concerns during and after construction such as water 
pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons. Tunnels would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, and would disproportionately benefit out-of-state ski-area customers rather than Utahns.
Land exchanges that preserve pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in already impacted areas are
potentially a good idea.   These exchanges also offer the potential for
reducing conflicts over wilderness designation and other protections on public lands.  Permanent protection for public lands, such as those proposed in the Wasatch Wilderness and Protection Act in 2010, is important for watershed, wildlife and back country solitude.
One of the most important outcomes from the Mountain Accord process would be to create permanent, limited boundaries beyond which ski resorts will not be able to expand.
Have potential impacts from the following factors been fully evaluated?
*The Utah State Climatologist projects declining snow packs with spring snow disappearing by 2100.  How will Climate Change impact demand for skiing?
*Today's youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents.  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.

West Valley City, UT 4/28/2015

Hello Mountain Accord,
I strongly prefer the ski connectivity over snow as this method has been proven on six continents as being the most affordable system as well as most enjoyable for our guests.  The train idea is sort of cool but at enormous expense both financially and environmentally.
Good luck,

Whistler, Canada 4/30/2015

I have been following the one Wasatch planning process over several years.  I have also been working as a consultant for Alta Ski Resort personally since 2007 and my company Ecosign Mountain Resort Planners has been actively involved in planning projects in the Wasatch 
area since the 90s. 
I live in Whistler and am an active backcountry skier.
I support an over the snow connection between ski resorts in the One Wasatch Zone.
I DO NOT support the concept of a train up Little Cottonwood Canyon connecting to Park City.   Trains are a high cost, low capacity and low customer experience solution to the transportation problem in the One Wasatch Zone.  The idea of a train has been overly romanticized 
and will not provide the optimal solution for transportation in the mountains.
Cable Transport Over Snow Concept:
·         Best experience for customers because of views, continuous flow of system (no waiting for scheduled departures), opportunity for summer and winter recreation
·         Over snow concept will create the largest ski circus in North America.  This is a massive marketing opportunity and positions all of the ski areas in Utah far ahead of other areas with disconnected resorts.
·         Footprint of lift towers has minimal impact on landscape. 
·         As a backcountry skier I do not support the idea that lift development connecting ski areas should be limited to allow for undeveloped backcountry ski terrain.  Skiing between resorts is the most energy efficient, low carbon emission, light impact way of moving people.  
There is a disturbing contradiction in the concept of developing transportation system with an incredibly high cost to the public sector which will have more of a carbon footprint as an alternative to over snow cable transportation simply for the goal of preserving land for ski 
touring vs. lift accessed skiing.
There should be an over snow, cable transport lift connection between the 7 ski resorts in the One Wasatch zone.  This is the most cost effective, efficient system which will provide the greatest benefit to the tourism industry as a whole and will ultimately create the optimal 
guest experience. 

Whistler, Canada 5/1/2015

I am a big proponent of the mountain accord. I ski all over the country and if there’s better transportation between the big/little Cottonwood Canyons and Park city it will be the only place we’ll go for a ski vacation because there will be nothing like it out there. Wilmington, DE 4/30/2015

I support ONE Wasatch and over the snow connectivity. Woods Cross, UT 5/1/2015
After reading the major objectives of the MA transportation proposal it appears to me to be one not fully addressing the Wasatch One objectives.  Specifically, WO proposes to connect the ski resorts to allow visitors to ski between resorts not just for transportation between 
the resorts.  You must explain to ski industry and to the skiing public why connecting the areas by skiing is not even an alternative discussed.  I would imagine that the ski industry has not bought into the MA proposal and, likely, never will unless  the skiing public says that 
connecting the resorts by skiing is not important.   
It appears that the true objectives of the MA initiative is to prevent the ski areas from developing a lift system between the canyons so more terrain is accessible by skiers (that would be the European way).  Setting up the strawman of a rail system through the canyons which 
would be, of course, unfeasible (cost and environment) is a way to make any alternative considered in the EIS strictly a transportation alternative.  
If the WO process doesn't look at ways to accommodate skiing between the canyons, my guess is that it will eventually be forced down your throat.  If it were me, I'd look into ways to minimize the intrusion of a few additional lifts (like small tunnels to reduce the ridge line 
visual impact)   Putting up or inferring strawmen like how a few lift towers will cause unacceptable water quality problems is ridiculous and will eventually be exposed   

3/17/2015

Hello, 
I have led and been in several groups to Utah in the last few years. I also worked in Vail in left maintenance so have a clue about resort life for the locals. Here are some comments: 
1) The interconnect seems like a good idea, but I wonder how much it will be used. Alta and Snowbird are already connected, as are Park City and Canyons. Solitude to Brighton seems like a no-brainer. Not sure that going beyond that makes sense. 
2) Transportation! We used the busses when we stayed in Murray and skied Alta/Snowbird. The bus service was AWFUL. Long lines, poor bus shelters, not enough capacity. Standing for that ride after a day of skiing is simply unacceptable, many of us are not in our 20's! Many 
in our group got fed up and rented cars, and then you have to find a parking place. My suggestion is a light rail with lots of capacity. Design in snow sheds so avis don't close the canyon. Try to minimize car travel up those roads. When we went to PM.Snow Basin, we chartered 
busses and that worked well there.
3) Make the resorts work for the COMMUNITY, not just the skico. With Vail in town, you will see greed in monumental proportions, welcome to the $10 cup of soup. (And poor wages for workers...) I know Utah is very pro-business and worker unfriendly, but when you have 
sub-standard wages, you wind up paying for them in other ways. Force fair wages, eliminate the illegal workforce and keep your community prosperous. The mountains are a community resource, the skico's make PLENTY. It won't kill them to be good to employees. 
4) Control the "Trophy Home Syndrome". Castles that sit empty use resources, contribute little and drive up the cost of living for everyone else. Your realtors and especially Vail will fight this as they are more interested in development than skiing. Perhaps a higher property tax 
for unoccupied properties? Think about it, trophy homes are like cancer, they gobble up resources, contribute little to the community, and make it hard for "ordinary folks" to live. 
Thanks for listening, looking forward to returning to Utah in a couple years. 


3/17/2015

While I understand the desire to ease traffic congestion to the tri-canyon area, I think adding trains and extra lanes will negatively effect the canyon environment and the experience had by those who recreate in it. It's already hard enough to have a wilderness experience so 
close to a major urban area. Making the canyon environment more urban is a step in the wrong direction. Please don't destroy the very thing that makes the Salt Lake area so special.

3/17/2015

I support one Wasatch
I support increasing the size of all parking lots
I support more hiking trails
I support a gondola up LCC
I support increased bus service.
I support two lanes up LCC 
I do not support a train up LCC

3/17/2015



The problems associated with  increased population and development will not resolve themselves without defined action.  While we still have some amount of choice, and can still take steps to shape the future of our mountain environment, we must make some difficult 
decisions.
One of the most significant issues we must face is management of transportation.  Much as we wish we could continue to drive private cars, unrestricted, up the Cottonwood canyons (particularly Little Cottonwood), the need for a functional public transportation plan is 
evident.  Thousands of cars travel up Little Cottonwood each day, resulting in parking problems and increased air pollution.  In the winter, slow traffic increases exposure to avalanche danger.  The crowds of people competing for parking at popular recreational sites detract 
from the aesthetics of attractive areas.  Clearly, management of traffic is becoming critical.
A proposed rail route up LCC is one solution which has been offered to alleviate traffic; however, it is expensive.  Many people have voiced objections to the visual impact of a railway.  Moreover, construction of a rail line would be a lengthy process which would create noise 
and negatively impact aesthetic quality.  Perhaps a less intrusive option would be a shuttle bus system, running year-round, with enough vehicles to accommodate users, and enough flexibility to adjust to peak use periods, as well as times when fewer people travel.  An 
increase in bus service could be implemented with less construction, with less permanent change to the environment and less expense.  Public demand and response could be evaluated without major investment, and schedules could be adjusted to meet seasonal and daily 
peak periods.
For either rail or shuttle service, a fee structure should be put in place to favor use of public transportation and to discourage the use of private vehicles.  I can imagine a scenario in which early morning personal vehicles could access the canyon for either no fee or a minimal 
one (this accommodates focused climbers, skiers and hikers who want an early start to a long day, at a time when shuttles might not be in service).  During the day, and especially on weekends, shuttles could be offered at a minimal fee rate - or for free - while fees for private 
vehicles would be higher.  High occupancy for private cars could lower fees for use.  Basically, cost of access can be manipulated to shape the kind of usage that is best for the mountain environment.
I am in favor of the proposed land exchanges, which lead to consolidation of areas of development at the base of resorts and existing developed areas.  As we consider how that development will be defined, I end up thinking that an enhanced bus/shuttle service will involve 
fewer permanent impacts in limited available areas than a rail line would.  Some degree of resort development is inevitable, but the overall scale and visual impacts need to be managed with a comprehensive perspective.
I applaud the collaboration that has been put into the Mountain Accord resolution so far.  The guiding principles of compromise and negotiation is admirable.  Thanks for the efforts and commitment.

3/17/2015

Thanks for the meeting tonight, March 17,2015 at the Holladay Library.I would simply like to vote in support of the proposed shuttle bus transit, complete with the proposed tunnels for the Cottonwood canyons. Also, more emergent, I would like to vote in favor of railway 
transit between Salt Lake and Park City along the I -80 corridor. 
Thanks,

3/17/2015

As a former employee of the Alta Lodge and a sometimes Alta skier, PLEASE DO NOT GO THROUGH with this exchange.  Alta is special because it DOES NOT have all the consumeristic crap up there.  It is a beautiful, almost pristine place to go where a person doesn’t have to see 
commercialism at every turn.  Leave it alone.    PLEASE.  Thanks for your consideration Helen Guidotti

3/18/2015

I feel it is vital that equestrian uses be a part of the planning process! 3/18/2015
Hello,
I am both a resort skier and a backcountry skier.  I hold an Alta/Bird combined season pass.  I also buy passes for my family.  I travel to Utah regularly during the winter and spring to enjoy recreation in the mountains.  My opinion is that the current balance between the resorts 
and the backcountry is roughly appropriate.  I do not want to see more resort development.  I do not want to see the resorts connected at the expense of other recreational uses.  I do not want to see a lift in Grizzley Gulch.  I do not want Snowbird or Alta to expand.  I do not 
want any trains or other expensive transportation built up our canyons.  (We could surely improve our bus service as a first step on that front.)  
Thank you for hearing my opinion.

3/18/2015

I have heard too many (deliberately) anti-future-think people dis the Blueprint, because: “You can’t run a train up Little Cottonwood Canyon”, “You can’t construct a tunnel between the Cottonwood Canyons”, “It will be far too expensive, BTW how much will it cost me”,”We 
have many other needs that should be of a higher priority”, etc.
I think that these kinds of comment are not helpful in developing a much needed transportation/access solution for a very significant problem situation.  Therefore, I recommend three things;
1-Ignore the ignorant litany,
2-Continue with honest public relations, focusing on educating the general public, and
3-Commence EIS and more detailed design  so that we can begin to rationally assess the better options

3/21/2015

How can you ask the public to comment intelligently without estimates of costs for each Concept, and how the alignment of the rail line and extra bus express lanes would impact the canyons and residential areas along the train tracks/ bus lanes. 
There are other key questions. The first question to be asked and answered is who will pay for such ambition plans. 
A few of the other questions I can think of follow: 
1. Would the train require fencing to protect animals? If so would it restrict the public access to some recreational areas? 
2. Would any of the Concepts create other hospitality centers along new transit routes at the expense of existing hotels and other components of the tourism industry? 
3. Where would the parking facilities for access to public transportation be located?
4. What are the transit times (how long would it take to get to the resorts)?
5. What is the proposed frequency between trains during peak periods as well as other times during the year?
6. Could the transit district afford to run trains during spring, summer and fall? UTA is already finding it difficult to provide adequate bus service because of TRAX and FrontRunner.
7.  What would be the cost of public transit? 
8.  Would the train require transfer stations to get to the canyon? 
9.  Would tourists, especially families, that stay in the valley forgo rental cars? 
It seems appropriate to see if toll roads, ride share, parking fees, and adequate parking at existing will reduce congestion in the canyon before spending millions because Snowbird wants a train.  
I would have hoped that the Mountain Accord committees would have discussed these questions.  If so why not tell the public.
Do you really think the public can provide good feedback with the answers to many of these questions 


3/22/2015



I think that the Mountain Accord is defiantly a group that has our best interest in mind.  I think that  most of the main goals of the plan are still very general but are all towards the best interest of the environment and the users of the environment.  I like how they broke their 
goals into four separate catagories and then further goals within those separate catagories.  I feel like that will give the creators of the plan the best potential to supply future users of the area the  knowledge to make educated opinions about the plan.  I will be interested to 
see how all of this ends up on the short term end but more on the long term end of things.

3/22/2015

I would like to start by thanking all the members of this committee for their efforts in addressing this truly critical issue. The Wasatch Mountains are a unique and profound part of Utah’s personality and their preservation is an essential task.
Preservation is my highest priority and unfortunately, some items in the Mountain Accord’s plan don’t seem to match my vision of preservation. The Cottonwoods' hold some of the greatest skiing in the world and we are fortunate to have four world class resorts within their 
boundaries. For many guests of these resorts, their proximity to wilderness only heightens the experience. Try to imagine any other tourist destination that combines majestic, untrammeled nature with a major city like Salt Lake. It’s hard to find. Denver certainly doesn't have it. 
That is why I fear expanding the resort boundaries and connecting the canyons with each other and/or Park City will only diminish this distinct character of our canyons.
I do recognize that traffic congestion in the canyons is a growing concern and I am well aware that the current transit infrastructure is ill equipped to handle predicted increases in use, but breaking down the natural barriers of our backyard with tunnels and trams isn't the 
answer. Nor is adding a tax burden to local citizens to fund these projects appropriate when the improvements will have a direct financial benefit to the ski resorts. Some ideas proposed in the Mountain Accord seem more inclined to feed a ski industry promotional machine 
than to preserve out mountains. Some ideas seem ready made for an article in Ski Magazine or a segment in the next Warren Miller movie. While I’m not trying to keep the Wasatch “to myself”, I’m concerned that some Mountain Accord plans are being steered with the added 
bonus of lining the ski resorts pockets as opposed to responsibly managing our backyard.
I am a backcountry skier. I am also a resort skier. I appreciate being able to ski at Alta or Snowbird, but I strongly feel that a plan for the Wasatch should not be centered around those buying a lift ticket. I would like to see Silver Fork, Grizzly Gulch and Wolverine, etc. kept “out 
of bounds” as part of this plan so that there are still some places left to experience a more natural ski experience.
I’d also like to add that if a train is chosen as the means for L.C.C. transportation, that it A) stops at Alta and does not continue through a tunnel, B) is not merely a shuttle to the resorts during lift operation hours. (an early train that stops near White Pine would provide a great 
alternative for an already crowded lot) and C) has an adequate facility for parking at the mouth of the canyon. Currently, the biggest disincentive for taking UTA is the limited parking.
Thank you again for inviting public comment and I look forward to seeing our Wasatch maintained and improved for the benefit of all.

3/22/2015

Dear board members,
Having read though the Mountain accord I have several concerns with this  project.
The  Board
I do not think this board is well balanced.  I think too many members are representing the private interests of the incorporated Cities as well as the Ski resorts.  Thus I am afraid that the input that is being put forth by the citizens will be ignored and I think that the decision for 
development and connecting Little Cottonwood canyon with Park City has already been made.  This reminds me of some advice my dad used to tell me.  Never ask a barber if you need a hair cut.  The couple seats that represent the people and groups that want to protect what 
little land is undeveloped does not represent the overwhelming majority who want no new development .  So even if the couple of board members object, the majority of the board who represent commerce,  will proceed putting these businesses private interests above the 
public good. 
The Land Swap
The Mountain accord plan is not doing enough to protect what little untouched nature is left the Wasatch front.  The biggest glaring injustice is the proposed land swap.  I am not in agreement with the land swap that is being offered especially by Alta lifts.  100 plus acres in the 
heart of the town of Alta for land of little value.  Giving Alta lifts 110 acres for development is appalling.  Alta lifts shareholders have been in court for almost three years with the town of Alta trying to develop land that they were able to purchase below market value because 
they had originally agreed to keep it as open space.  Once this land is made private Alta lifts will come back over time maybe 5 years maybe 25 and fight to have it re zoned for higher density and more development .  Alta lifts should be asked to come back to the table with the 
real reasonable offer.  
Transportation
Little Cottonwood Canyon and Big cottonwood Canyon is too narrow and small a canyon to put in a train system without destroying the fragile natural beauty of these canyons.  I am aware that representatives have flown over to Europe to look at their train systems in 
Grindelwald and Wengen as well as ZERMATT .  Having spent approximately two months  a year in the Alps for the last 11 plus years in winter ski season as well as in the summer.   I know these areas quite well.  And these canyons are much wider and larger areas than The 
Wasatch canyons.  These Wasatch canyons roads are much more comparable to the canyon where Saas-Fee ski resort is located. Saas-Fee is in a much narrower dead end canyon which is actually a side canyon on the way up to ZERMATT.  Saas-Fee uses a bus system and is 
also a car free town that has a pay for parking structure for the entire town at the base of the village.  
Verbier  is also one of the largest ski resorts in Switzerland and is at the top of a dead end road and also does not have a train that goes up to the village.  I am concerned that the committee that went to visit the train in Grindelwald and Zermatt did not look at the entire 
transportation system.  But were simply dazzled by both the cog trains and the car free villages. 
One Wasatch
All humans want freedom .  This is why we go to the mountains.  When people go into nature they find true happiness and joy.  When people can get away from any sign of man ( development ) They realize they do not need material possessions to make them happy.  
Buildings developments and giant mansions do not bring a sense of nature. Or peace and happiness.  They can create feelings of Envy, Jealousy, Anger and resentment.  One look at several of the ski resorts shows there has been no restraint to preserve this feeling of nature.  
These mega resort developments resemble shopping malls where the ski runs have become Isles in a giant mall.  Where everyone has ski in and ski out condos yet no one ever gets the peaceful joy and awe of being in nature but just inside some fancy development .  
One Wasatch's  vision to create a European style ski experience is mistaken.  The Wasatch is not the Alps.  The Wasatch is one ridge line with over 50,000 people accessing less than 10 square miles.  The Alps is Vast.  When you look out at the mountain vistas while skiing in the 
Alps it looks the same as it had 5000 years ago. nothing has changed for over 5000 years!  This is what gives people a great sense of freedom and happiness throughout the Alps.  This will not be achieved by creating a giant resort development that goes over into Big and Little 
Cottonwood Canyon from Park city and Deer Valley through bonanza flats.
I hope you will take in to account that once developed this precious resource will be gone forever.  I appreciate your time and consideration in reading my email.

3/23/2015

Dear Jen,  I watched the Online Panel discussion last night with great interest.  Clearly, the people involved are all sincere and interested in preserving the central Wasatch.  However, their priorities and interests are not precisely aligned.
As you know my attachment to Alta is long and deep.  I have been an annual visitor since 1973, my wife and I were married by Bill Levitt and 3 of my children were lodge employees after finishing college. I am an advisor to the Friends of Alta and an original founder of its 
predecessor the Alta Defense Fund.  
It is obvious that any final plan for the Mountain Accord will have to pass muster with Utah and especially SLC residents.  However, it should also be noted that the priorities of residents might not be the same as the tourist community. As an out of stater greatly attached to the 
area I would like to make a few comments.
1.  The uniqueness of the area lies in its wilderness personality coupled with minimal development and an attachment to what many would consider old fashioned ways.  For me this is what sets Alta and Little Cottonwood Canyon apart from all the other major US ski areas.  I 
chose to return to the area year after year precisely because it was not Aspen, Vail or any one of the dozens of alternative destinations.  If trains and tunnels etc. lead to a developed crowded experience I think I would go elsewhere and Alta would lose its uniqueness.  I am not 
against progress or improvement.  However, the guiding principle must be the protection of an irreplaceable natural resource and the business interests of ski areas, developers and others must take a back seat.
2. I realize the population of SLC is increasing rapidly and it is an attractive location for all manner of businesses related to outdoor recreation.   This inevitably results in greater demand for recreational activities and strains the transportation network.  A more reliable and 
faster bus service would be desirable.  However, private cars should never be excluded from the canyons.  The thought of connecting chair lifts and tunnels etc. make me cringe as they would inevitably alter the character of the area.
This is clearly a very complex issue which will not be solved to everyone's satisfaction.  However, utmost care should be taken not to destroy what we have in the name of "progress"

3/24/2015

Hello,
My husband and I have already submitted comments, but we were discussing this in more depth and came up with the following game plan:
* Close BBC and LCC to private vehicles from 12/1-5/1 (or all year)
* Build a central transportation hub on the despoiled land by the gravel mine on Wasatch, near 6200 S. Hub would have a multi-story parking structure and terminals for buses to Park City, BBC, and LCC.
* Buses should run on natural gas!!
* Run express bus service to Deer Valley, Canyons, and PC resorts, perhaps 2x/AM and 2x/PM. Run express and local buses up BBC and LCC, every 15 minutes, from 7:30 AM-5:30 PM. Express buses stop only at Alta, Snowbird, Solitude, and Brighton. Locals stop at all 
backcountry trailheads. 
* Private car can purchase a fairly pricey day pass for travel that begins before 7:30 AM. Emergency shuttles available at a cost for travel after 5:30 PM. Some special bus service may be needed for late- or early-working employees.
* Regular BBC and LCC canyon bus service is free to season pass holders at Alta/Snowbird and Brighton/Solitude; season bus pass available to locals w/o season ski area passes for affordable price. Non locals pay slightly more, and can buy daily/weekly/monthly passes.
These ideas are not cheap, but are probably in line with the costs to create tunnels or aerial trams, which will do little to curb traffic and will instead further degrade what's left of our wilderness areas.
Hope this is helpful!

3/24/2015



Dear Mountain Accord,
First off, what you are coordinating here is what is needed to be done, in order for as many stakeholders to weigh-in on the future of Utah.
In general, I feel that as much of the land that is able to be preserved as Wilderness or as wild as possible is needed. Utah is one of the fasted growing states and if the land isn't protected, it will fall to the developers for greater and greater recreation creations and not what 
nature has for us to enjoy, in its true state. It is what so many people find here, the wildness, and that will be lost if developed more. The other trent is for land mangers to keep allowing more access for off-road use,  and that has taken from the enjoyment of others and taken 
form wildlife its self. For what is already developed, more limits on numbers of cars, and developing other means of transport such as buses will help the traffic, noise and pollution issues. 
thanks for your time,

3/25/2015

Do not cut down trees
do not demolish mountains
do not infect global warming
Do not affect snowfall "because utah is coming of its worst season in history"
do not instal roads in the cottonwood canyons so that if you are staying in snowbird/alta/solitude/Brighton you do not have powder to yourself anymore because now it belongs to 10,000 other people -do not make air pollution worst "because slc is becoming like Los Angeles 
wether you want to know it or not"
-do not Tare down the wastach national forest -do not harm wild life -do not change utah so much people leave -if don't do what I said me and the other 6 million skiers are going to aspen/snowmass

3/25/2015

I am absolutely adament about ANY interconnecting the resorts! I can’t express how infuriating this is to even think about.  The Wasatch is so close to SO many near by that I feel these are our wonderful, beautiful, majestic play grounds that we who are close (and that is a lot 
of people) don’t want to become some huge tourist destination.  The money might poor in seasonally with tourist, but what about local citizens? I don’t have answers I can only say that these are Utah mountains and we in Utah LOVE them and actually frown upon tourist.  
Ever hear the saying, “Local First”? Seems to running rampant these days.  
Please take in to consideration the people who live here and not the greedy dollars that want to intrude

3/25/2015

Hello, 
 I am a concerned citizen when it comes to One Wasatch.
I do not agree with the expansion and the forward movement of One Wasatch. I see your"ideal" scenario, but when do our ideal scenarios ever happen?  Never. 
One thing that makes utah so wonderful is the fact that we have distinct and separate mountain areas. And we have protected them. I can't take my dog hiking in the cottonwood canyons, but you think that blasting a hole through the mountains and building a train or a bus 
lane will have less impact on the watershed and environment than my dog. Something about that doesn't seem right. 
I don't think we need to increase the amount of people up our canyons. I go to the mountains to be in the beauty of nature and get away from people. Our mountains cannot withstand that amount of impact from people. Trails will become overcrowded and beautiful ates will 
be degraded die to overuse. The quality of the unique utah experience will be jeopardized. 
The ski resorts don't need to be bigger. They are fine just the way they are. Leave a little space for those of us who like to get away from the crowds. Don't bring the crowds to us.
Preserve the raw beauty of our mountains. Don't degrade it by typing it apart for some fancy train and tunnel. Think of the impact that amount of construction equipment would have on the environment, let alone a full blown train. 
Also, there is an incredible amount of avalanche danger in littler cottonwood canyon. Putting up more condo units only increases the risk. Talk to the town of Alta. There are good reasons why they haven't expanded. areas are not safe or stable. The risk is too great. 
These mountains provide a lot of the salt lake valley's water. We need to keep it clean. Construction does not equal clean. If my dog can't go up these canyons neither should bulldozers and blasting equipment. 
I personally think that one Wasatch is not offering anything that will improve the quality of the lives of the people who live here. Site rising a train from sandy thru Alta to park City is novel. Fun for a touristy who will do it once. But for the people who live here?  No way. It 
would be a hassle. I want to go where I want to go when I want to go there and not be tied to someone else's time schedule. 
Please leave our mountains alone. 


3/25/2015

I think one of the main stays to the plan is to have disincentives in place to discourage cars from driving up the canyons.  The small fee for Millcreek Canyon use has greatly improved that canyon both in environment and in experience when hiking there.  Thanks for all the 
efforts. 

3/25/2015

No more canyons changes leave them the way they are !!!!! If I had my way there would be no development in our canyons. The ski resorts are wasting there money and messing up the canyons, enough is enough. I am against the Mountain Accord plan and this… 3/25/2015

The current proposed Blueprint for the Central Wasatch Mountains does not consider equestrian users.  As the blueprint process continues, I request that current equestrian access and use be explicitly preserved and increased where possible when trail system is enhanced.  
This would also include ensuring adequate parking at trailheads.  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  


3/26/2015

I love all the ideas that are being suggested. Increased mountain connectivity sounds fantastic. It would be awesome to be staying in Park City, Big Cottonwood Canyon, or Little Cottonwood Canyon and be able to access any of the 7 ski resorts from any of the ski resort you are 
happen to be without getting in a car and driving there. Improved year round transportation makes sense too. Also, improved bus and / or rail transportation from the airport and Salt Lake area. This all sounds truly amazing to me and I hope that it will happen!!!

3/26/2015

The current proposal concerning the development of the canyons covered by the Mountain Accord is a far reaching disaster.  While I recognize the need to address the over 500,000 new potential visitors to Park City and Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons based on your 
population projections, I see absolutely no benefit in spending millions of tax payer dollars to link the canyons.  This plan would only benefit the ski industry.  A person hiking the trails, fishing, or many other forms of recreation, would have no interest in going up one canyon to 
access the other.  In order to either tunnel through or go above ground to all three areas would be a terrible disruption of the watershed, let alone ruin the natural beauty of our canyons.  Tunnels and ski lifts are not pretty.
You point out that all these so called improvements will be paid by Utah taxpayers, or the Federal Government.  The government whether on the Utah level or Federal level has no money.  It  is 100% taxpayer funded.  The property taxes imposed on property owners in the 
canyons, are already disproportionate and it is unfair to increase the tax burden for those who either pay no fees to use these resources, or to benefit only one industry.
There are many ways to increase revenues to help maintain the canyons.  Those who desire to use the canyon should help pay for it.  A fee per auto, such as Millcreek Canyon and American Fork Canyon, should be imposed upon users who make use of the canyons and it will 
raise much needed revenue.  Those who already pay for their usage by their property taxes could use some help in the revenue raising area.
Although the above suggestion may be thought of as only a first step,  I don't believe we need to design an entire master plan, destroying the appearance of all three recreation areas,  and disrupting  the very fragile watershed, in a misguided attempt to kill a mosquito with a 
sledgehammer.  Although some changes should be made, let's implement some that do little or  no damage and that are reversible, such as digging tunnels or clearing land areas for trams would not be.
Thank you.

3/26/2015

I was born and raised in the Wasatch.  The access to the mountains and the solitude they provide is what has made them so popular and also is what provides us with a good quality of life.  Reading the blueprint is VERY upsetting to say the least.  I will just jump into the "what 
the backcountry users" get out of all of this.  This is a sham and a crying shame.  So we love the backcountry.  We take all day or half a day using our own human powered will to achieve personal satisfaction and now we will be forced into gathering in a few places so we can 
feel " solitude".  What a sad joke.  A lift up to Tuscarora? Are you kidding???? I am not even aloud to spend my own personal income at Alta due to prejudices over which way I decide to move down a mountain on a piece of p-tex and wood.  And now they want to take over an 
area that I hike regularly and feel blessed in its remoteness?  When is enough enough.  These businesses are making money.  Are we making money traveling the backcountry or buying a season pass? No.  And now they want forest service public land to be bought out/"leased" 
out and to build more lifts to damage the pristine environment (or what's left).  I can not believe this is the conversation.  This whole plan is about tourism.  What about the people who actually call this place home.  A billion $$$ tunnel through the mountains???? These people 
have completely lost their minds.  How about a big fat NO. Simple. No No No.  Let's see if any of these companies would actually pay for this stuff on their own.  Tax payers money.  What a joke.  With climate change, shit air, and a major lack of open land and fresh water, Utah 
is on a path of total destruction and has a history of jumping into development because it can.   
This news and the ideas being put out to accommodate everyone are inconceivable and will not help the " projected" numbers of people using the canyons in the future.  This will be put in place rather, to accommodate and deliver this "projected" number.
Thumbs down 100%.  No deal.  Why are we trying to accommodate any of this....
Good chance there will be strides towards the blueprint because many that live here will not do or say anything.  Advocacy is a rare thing here.
Concerned Backcountry Native Utah Resident

3/26/2015

PLEASE DO NOT BUILD OR CONSTRUCT AT ALL UP THE CANYONS!!!!!!!
More parking available at bottoms of canyons and more regular transportation though out the day and Night. Carpooling incentives. 
PROTECT OUR WILDERNESS!!!!
NO TRAIN!!! 
NOT THE ANSWER!!!!
The voice of thousands and millions if they only knew What impact this will have for the future  

3/26/2015



Slow down this process as much as you can and take everything into consideration. We've already chewed up and polluted the mountains and water shed too much. Profits need to be set aside, capitalize on what we already have as is, improve what we have as is. Even on 
busy holiday seasons at the Ski resorts there is plenty of time and terrain. Millions will be moving here in the future. I am for conservation. No ski area expansion. No tunnels no connecting gondolas. I think I could support the LCC train as long as it cut down on pollution and 
erosion and was running very very early in the morning..

3/26/2015

It would be my wife and my desire to end any and all proposals for any more development within our canyon paradise. My  wife and I  totally disagree with any proposals for development.  We have lived in the Salt Lake Valley all of our lives.  We immensely  enjoy hiking and 
snowshoeing in our canyon wilderness areas. My wife has often stated it rejuvenates her soul.  I might add the same result for myself.   In our opinion all of the canyons or at least a good portion of them within view of the Salt Lake Valley should be made wilderness areas in 
order to keep these greedy developers from destroying what is pristine and beautiful.  If they succeed  in their development plans a portion of this pristine area is lost forever.

We support most of the Mountain Accord’s goals and vision.  If there are any town hall meetings or protests that will be taking place please inform us.  

3/27/2015

To whom it may concern,
I own a cabin on Church Road at Solitude ski resort. Currently, the skiers who ski up Summit lift and ski the back country end up skiing down Church road and back to the base at Solitude. Church road is a one lane road and the owners pay to have it plowed for access to the 
cabins. The one lane road is very dangerous for both skiers and vehicles to travel the same road. A previous contractor who was plowing the road quite because he was very concerned about liability with skiers. On several occasions, there were close calls with skiers, at a high 
rate of speed coming at him. On heavy winter snow falls, this one lane road is ~ 8 feet wide and 6-8 feet side walls, nowhere to go. This is a serious situation.
With the proposed realignment of the ski lift and the increase in ski area, this will only increase the traffic on Church road. With that, 
1.      There needs to be another route made to the base from Silver Fork, besides the road, or
2.      The road needs to be modified/expanded to accept both skiers and vehicles.
This is a safety issue for the snow skiers!
Below is a picture recently taken, and the snow fall was low this year.

3/27/2015

It is not a good idea to build a train up the canyon. It will destroy the environment, and increase accidents with more careless people. 3/30/2015
I hope my comments below have been reviewed, and I would like to offer more, specific thoughts and ideas: (forgive the disorganized bullets, the point is to get you to read it all!) • "Improvements"
o I would like to cite an example of the Bell's canyon trail-head. As recent as 7-8 years ago, this trail was the best kept secret in the Wasatch Front. You'd pull into a rocky, dirt parking lot, right next to the city, hike to a gorgeous reservoir, and if ambitions, to a majestic 
waterfall. Traffic was minimal and the experience, remote. Once Sandy City improved the parking area with pavement, curb and gutter, and a big, fancy sign, the parking lot has been full every sunny day since.
o My point is not to exclude people. Those who love and want to be in the mountains will find it, however, when we project population growth and consequently "improve" and "market" our beautiful, rugged, landscape, we actually draw more traffic, counter to the intended 
result.  I am convinced that the traffic at Bell's canyon is actually a result of the improvements designed to accommodate it.
o The majority of proposed improvements, marketing campaigns, and agreements associated with Mountain Accord help our image nationally and locally because we look cool, but is it validation that the people of Salt Lake County really want?  We may convince the public 
Mountain Accord is a good idea with flashy names, and positive messaging, but is it really improving our environmental experience? These questions are addressed below:
• Defining True Gains
o Interconnect. I believe we should quietly maintain and grow our trail system as we always have, and if we are allow large business endeavors to develop key stretches of back-country that is owned by the public, we need to see very measurable, positive, gains for the SLCC 
public. Any business negotiation requires a fair trade. We have a lot of stake in this conversation. We should negotiate aggressively or walk.  What could that mean? I don't know. But if they want an interconnected resort that develops our back-country and increases crowding 
at our Wasatch resorts, I would like to see locals get 35% discounts on key services. I want the resorts to sponsor free shuttles up and down the canyons to cut traffic and pollution. We should negotiate concrete benefits for locals in exchange for the enormous monetary gains 
they will have.
o Economy. The excitement around tourist money coincides with the economic benefits of interconnect, and trains, etc.  However, the hotel and restaurant jobs resulting therein are not high-income jobs that truly benefit the locals. The majority of the money goes to the 
corporate chains, and no tax revenue can compensate for the usurping of our natural resource.  With a strong economy and strong tourism, no one is claiming that the Utah economy needs boosting by revamping it's canyons to appeal to more traffic. Trying to draw more 
economic growth here is folly to the locals who love the canyons.
o Trains. Trains are a good idea for less pollution, but a bad idea for canyon maintenance and the natural feel of the environment. A city being close to the mountains means you protect the mountains, not bring the city in to the mountains. As a commuter of Trax, Frontrunner, 
and Car in the last 10 years, it is no secret that trains draw traffic, crime, and trash. Even more importantly, the feel of the environment is changed with noise and a rail power lines in the views. While it would look great on paper to say you can take the train from the Airport to 
Snowbird, the negatives outweigh the positives. Snowbird is already crowded on a powder-day as people who want to get there, will, and can afford to. Unavoidably, increased prices will keep many locals away from skiing anyway. A train may be convenient for a wealthy fly-in-
fly-out skiier, but allows anyone and both their dogs a direct ride to add congestion on our trails. Shuttles are a better idea because people still make the intentional choice to go to the canyon and ride the shuttle. You don't have vagrant traffic taking extra rides from 
downtown looking for unusual opportunities.
o Land. The proposal's land trade-offs are unfair to the public. Snowbird is another great example. When it snows, the crowds and lines are extremely long, but people all over the world tell us on the lifts that we have "an amazing mountain here".  It's true, we do have an 
amazing mountain, and the resorts need to expand so we can enjoy it more as the crowds and popularity grow. It is not necessarily in the interest of locals to limit expansion of individual resorts. The most valuable land to SLCC residents is Big and Little Cottonwood canyons. 
However, the promised land grab out of the interconnect deals is land further away that is not as valuable and does so on the foundation that we prevent the resorts from expanding. This not actually what we want for skiing: limiting supply and driving up costs in exchange for 
land that is not as scenic or dramatic.  We should leverage this as a win-win where resorts can expand while they offer perks for locals.
That is probably enough for now, but I'll chime in more later!  The point is, we need to think about what we really want, before we invite and advertise to the world to come and use our resource at our expense and drive up our costs.  Having separate, non-connected resorts 
increases local competition, preserves back-country, and maintains the feeling of isolation that we seek. We do not need to pave parking lots, put up signs, and build trains.  Instead, we should have parking lots in the city where shuttles can take you and your bikes up the 
canyon without traffic, we should have a jogging/bike path up the canyons, and we should negotiate our valuable land with the resorts that will offer concrete benefits to locals.

3/30/2015

Good morning,
I have lived and/or worked in the  following Corridors - Virginia - Rt. I-66 Technology Corridor (crammed with buildings and cars morning and evening), Massachusetts - Rt. 128 Corridor (crammed with buildings and cars morning and evening), California - Silicon Valley 
(crammed with buildings and cars morning and evening) - and the not named Corridor, State Street from Salt Lake City to Provo.  The word "Corridor" is a big sign to developers that they may build it out.  And they will sue to do so.
May I suggest that the Subtitle for the Transportation Blueprint be changed to "Little Cottonwood Canyon/Park City Destinations".  According to Webster's Dictionary (I was an English Major and am a published author) the appropriate meaning for Corridor here is a "strip of 
land forming a passageway through foreign held land" (could be privately held land).  It is important that Park City Municipal be allowed to continue to acquire data through the verbiage change.
May I humbly suggest that both Little Cottonwood Canyon and Park City derive their value as destinations, not as a passageway.  Once they become a "corridor", commercial development begins and the Salt Lake City/Sandy Beltway through Park City becomes a reality.
By the way, a tastefully done gondola between the destinations would be fine if the path is acceptable and minimized negative visual impacts.
Thank you for all of the work that you are putting into this effort.  I do believe that it is important to conduct these planning exercises because without goals that protect our values, it is human nature to spoil the very reason why people want to visit a destination.

3/31/2015

Do not destroy any natural resources or wild life Improve air quality And clean up slc 3/31/2015
I am very concerned that the equestrian voice has not been heard up to this point. We have so few places to enjoy our form of recreation along the Wasatch Front. We must protect the privileges we have and enhance them where we can. Please do not exclude us from your 
proposals. 
We have not seen much about phase 2, but we have concerns about impacts in American Fork canyon, especially around  Tibble Fork. Expansion of the horse transfer station parking area has become necessary due to the high volume of horse trailers on any nice day. We also 
sorely need an equestrian parking area at the end of Milcreek Canyon Road. Please help us with improvements not eliminations. More trail access and more parking possibilities is what we implore you to consider.
Thank you for you time and consideration.
Utah Secretary, National Pony Express Association
Member of Mountain Ridge Back Country Horseman, American Saddlehorse Association, Sandy City Recreational Trails Committee, and the Dimple Dell Advisory Board

3/31/2015



I am a property owner in Little Cottonwood Canyon and have been an active user of the Wasatch ski areas for approximately 20 years.
Having read the material available on line, the impact of the proposed tunnels between Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC), Big Cottonwood Canyon (BCC), and Park City, is of high concern to me.  I purchased the property I did due to the unique nature of the Little Cottonwood 
area.  It was a destination with extremely limited development, it was quiet, and it was the home of the best ski area I could find.  It was also only 8 miles from the Salt Lake City area and 31 miles from a major airport.
I applaud the apparent goals to improve mass transit alternatives to LCC, BCC, and Park City.  However, to route a mass transit “superhighway” through LCC, the end of BCC, to Park City would have significant negative impact on LCC and BCC.  
The proposal, if I read it correctly, also calls for improved express bus service to Park City through the I-80 corridor.  I am wondering why the rail based system would not be placed there, where there is existing transportation infrastructure and would and have much less 
impact on the environment and negating the need for the tunnels.
Did I miss it or is there an analysis of the financial costs of these proposals?  I cannot even imagine what the cost of the tunnels would be and how that it could be financially feasible given the small amount of visitors to Snowbird/Alta in LCC and Solitude/Brighton in BCC.  
I saw the reported auto traffic up LCC and BCC but would have to reconcile that data to the actual attendance at the ski areas to be satisfied with the accuracy (for example, the data appears to be double-counted in that one auto going up the canyon also comes down, so that 
is in the data as two vehicles.  When I count the parking spaces available at the LCC ski areas, the data doesn’t seem to reconcile as the cars have to go somewhere and I don’t think there is enough parking to accommodate the reported traffic.  The nature of the traffic along I-
80 is much different and the nature of the resorts on that side of the mountain is totally different than that in LCC and BCC.
This is a picture from my deck.  You are asking to run a rail line in the couple of hundred yards between my house and the Hellgate Cliff leading to a tunnel a half mile or so to the east.  Unconscionable.

4/3/2015

Hello Mountain Accord Committee:
Three quick points: 1) It is my hope Cottonwood and Millcreek canyons will be served by bus modes and not by light rail or suspended gondola. I am OK with rail going up Parleys and into Park City, but otherwise please keep trains and enclosed cable cars out of the canyons on 
the western slope. 2) Outdoor enthusiasts (hikers, skiers, bicyclists, etc.) need buses dedicated to traveling up and down Cottonwood and Millcreek canyons (and possibly to the entry gate to City Creek too) dropping-off and picking-up individuals on a regular schedule 7 days a 
week to minimize growing vehicular traffic/trailhead parking demands in the canyons. Bus funding might in part come from SL County’s Zoo and Parks tax. Dedicated valley parking lots are needed and existing UTA lots might serve this purpose with no additional infrastructure 
expenditure other than signage and printing of information pamphlets needed. 3) Dog use in canyons is skyrocketing so please address this need as part of the MA process, as big-picture long-term, water quality degradation of our water shed will only accelerate as the result 
of increased human and domestic animal pressures; ergo, please consider setting aside space within valley utility corridors within Salt Lake Valley for off-leash dog parks as a possible solution. The same utility corridors criss-crossing Salt Lake Valley could also serve as solar 
farms and for community garden space.

4/3/2015

Would you please record and post all the public meetings? 4/3/2015
Increased development of the Central Wasatch to preserve the Central Wasatch. That seems to be the message Mountain Accord members want the public to hear. Underlying this message is the undeniable truth that the ski industry, including real estate and hotel interests, 
has persuaded local government that the tax payers should foot the bill for an elaborate rail system that will shuttle relatively wealthy ski tourists from Park City to the Cottonwood Canyons. The ski industry wants the proposed rail system to be a "wow factor" in its advertising 
to lure skiers here from around the country. I say again, the ski industry of the Central Wasatch wants hard working tax payers to pay for and maintain in perpetuity a ski train to shuttle wealthy skiers from one resort to another. This is an outrageous proposition, but as any 
good consultant that is expert at transferring money from the tax payers to private profits knows, you must think big and propose big, because you just might pull it off. No trains in the Cottonwood Canyons. Increased bus service, which can easily scale up in the winter and 
scale down in the off season makes sense. If you have to have a train, build it from Salt Lake City to Park City as this would actually help the Park City ski industry service sector employees that can't afford to live in Park City make the daily commute. Start charging for parking up 
the Cottonwood Canyons to encourage bus use. Take the hundreds of millions saved from not building and maintaining a ski train in the canyons and invest it in our schools, or our aging water system, or healthcare, or any number of worthy public investments that benefit all, 
not just the wealthy. 

4/4/2015

I am a very concerned and alarmed citizen of Utah about the changes to our beautiful Mountain range being proposed.
I urge the planners to consider:
Preserving land....which we can't make more of Protect watersheds and water resources Analyze and integrate environmental impacts PRIOR to implementing proposed actions Provide transportation alternatives that Result in environmental benefits to the mnts.
Please protect our vital national Resourses.
Please don't destroy the Wasatch Mountain Range. It cannot be duplicated. 


4/5/2015

I appreciate all of the thought and effort that has gone into the Mountain Accord planning process.  As a planner and landscape architect, I know how much work it can be to try to reach some sort of agreement when you have contentious issues at hand.  I know that a lot of 
groups have come together to try to work out the best solution.  I am a resident in Big Cottonwood Canyon, and also spend about 90% of my recreation time in the study area (hiking, skiing, trail running, and mountain biking).

I am in absolute agreement that something does need to change to help manage the impacts we are having on the canyons themselves, to manage traffic issues year round, and to help our local businesses and industries thrive.  The canyons can be such a cluster on powder 
days, or when the climbers, bikers, and hikers are out to enjoy a beautiful weekend or holiday.  

It seems to me like the traffic solution with the lowest impact would be a shuttle system that would utilize the existing roads in the canyons.  The corridors in our canyons have already had a significant impact on the natural surroundings, and I don't feel that blasting new 
corridors to accommodate a train (or a separated trail all the way up the canyon) respects the terrain that we have already impacted so heavily, not to mention the visual impact.  If it can work in Zion National Park, why can't it work in our canyons?  I think shuttles that run 
frequently, and that stop at major recreation, residential, and business destinations throughout the canyon would serve all of us better.  Key factors are the frequency, connections to rapid transit in the valley, and servicing a broad variety of destinations.  Maybe some shuttle 
could serve the ski resorts only during ski season so they remain timely, while others could serve recreation access points, residential areas, and businesses.  As a resident, I would love to have access to transit year round, with connections that take us downtown in a 
reasonable time frame. It would be great if traffic in the canyon was reduced to shuttles, residents, and businesses (employees/service) in the canyons year round.

If a connection absolutely must be made, I would rather see a gondola system like they have in Telluride, that serves as free public transit, without a station at the top -- just connect the bases of the resorts.  It shouldn't be about getting people into the backcountry, or creating 
new lifts in already heavily traveled backcountry.  If it's honestly about connecting resorts, then connect the bases.  And pair that with a shuttle system to manage the traffic in and out of the canyons.  I think shuttles in Millcreek would be great too -- maybe special ones for 
dogs, others for bikes.  Telluride's gondola has animal specific gondolas.

I don't agree with the concept of connecting the canyons and resorts.  I think that is simply replicating the sprawl in the valley, where all of the cities have grown together and you can't tell one city from another anymore.  I think it's a better idea to enhance the unique 
experience to be had in each of the canyons.  My husband sometimes works in Park City during the winters, and yes, it would be nice if he could have a more direct route, but I don't think that occasional convenience (for just a few people) is worth the impact of a tunnel 
system or a large train network in the canyons.  And I don't honestly think that many people are going to ski two resorts in one day?  It seems like it's a gimmicky attempt to lure more tourists up -- I would rather see quality development focused in each area instead.  For 
example, Brighton doesn't have any quality eating establishments, either in the resort area or in the circle.  It's okay if you want junk food, but if you want something healthier, or just a little nicer dining experience, you have to go down to the Silver Fork Lodge, or go to 
Solitude.  And Brighton has nothing at all to offer summer canyon users.  The Silver Lake Nature Center gets TONS of visitors every day in the summer, and there is nowhere for them to dine in the Brighton circle.  In the summer, the guard road is a great way to make the drive 
between the Wasatch front and back.  It keeps it a seasonal and unique experience.  Why do we always think we have to have what we want exactly when we want it?  And if we want to go to Park City for dinner after skiing, maybe we should work for it a bit with some skins 
on the bottom of our skis, taking us to some great shuttle systems at the resorts that can take us into town.

I don't mind the idea of swapping resort owned lands in high demand recreation areas or sensitive lands that should be protected for public lands at the base of the ski areas.  I think it's great to cluster development to minimize impacts, and to keep development where it's 
logical, as long as sensitive and valuable lands are protected in return.  I am a little concerned about the idea of turning over all of the developable land at the base of Alta to the resort though.  

Thanks again for all of the work and efforts.  Please just keep it sensible, simple, and low impact, and keep our canyons and ski areas unique.  

4/5/2015



I am a life long skier who moved to Utah in 1972 for the incredible access to world class skiing from a urban environment. Like so many others I know, resort skiing has lost much of it's allure. MY anecdotal evidence is supported by the flat numbers reported by the ski industry 
it's self. Crowds, commercialization, ticket prices, all contribute to making skiing in the resorts less attractive and Nordic and backcountry skiing a more satisfying option.
I appreciate and support the goals of Mountain Accord and want to make sure that dispersed recreational use gets the attention that the ski resorts and ski Utah seem to be demanding. Transportation alternatives are a great key to mitigating the effect population growth will 
have on the central Wasatch. I am in favor of both incentivizing public transportation as well as establishing fees for private transportation. Parking in Big and Little Cottonwood canyons should not be free, The connections to the ski area busses need to improve, and a plan to 
expand park and ride parking is long overdue. Busses in Big Cottonwood canyon should have more pull-outs to accommodate year round trail heads.
The idea of trains and a tunnel do not strike me as prudent. With the revolution underway in using mobile apps to coordinate transportation, the astronomical expense of investing in the old train technology, no matter how sexy for marketing ski resorts, seems foolish. 
Subsidizing bus fares and making the connections seamless, would be much more economical way to increase the use of mass transit. Building snow sheds and adopting paid parking in the canyons would reduce the dangers of accidents on the roads. Ski resorts should use the 
transportation alternatives to decrease parking lots and expand lodging and other base commercial.
I do want to see more permanent protection for much of the central Wasatch, weather it be as National Monument, Wilderness, or other designation that can offer permanent protection. Snowbird, Alta, Brighton, and Solitude should be allowed to expand the commercial 
properties at their base in trade for turning over private holdings in Grizzly Gulch, Flagstaff, Superior, and Silver Fork. Further expansion of ski area boundaries, beyond the base area proposals, should not continue. This resource is in danger of losing much of it's attraction to 
resort skiers and backcountry skiers alike from the further proliferation of ski lifts. The Wasatch is at a tipping point, it's a small area, and more ski lifts will detract from the mountain experience for all users and future generations.
thank you for including my comments in future plans for the central Wasatch.

4/6/2015

Economic stimulation and increased revenue for the ski and tourism industries in Utah are parts of the expected outcomes of combining the seven ski resorts in the central Wasatch. Mountain Accord claims that their goals include “responsible stewardship of natural resources, 
quality recreation experiences, an environmentally sustainable transportation system, and a vibrant economy.” Some of the ideas proposed in the blueprint could easily be considered environmentally friendly such as public transportation from Park City to the Salt Lake Airport 
and increased development of mass transit on east valley roads (Foothill Drive, Wasatch Boulevard, and Highland Drive). These improvements would likely decrease traffic congestion and emissions from personal automobiles, subsequently increasing air quality in our often 
times smoggy valley. However, some other aspects of the vision Mountain Accord has for the future of our backyard paradise do not sit so well from an environmental perspective.
As we know, seven ski resorts already exist in the central Wasatch but the proposed plan of interconnect would drastically increase the area that is used by skiers as well as increase the area managed by ski resorts. Other than compromising wildlife areas by installing a light rail 
up Little Cottonwood Canyon and boring tunnels from Little Cottonwood Canyon to Park City, perforating each canyon in-between, if the projected blueprint is to be fulfilled, what other consequences would follow? Has Mountain Accord conducted any research or case 
study(ies) in order to envisage potential effects this project will have on flora and fauna or water and soil quality? Personally, I did a bit of research on effects that skiing and ski resort management have on wilderness areas. I would be grateful to share my findings, some of 
which are based on case studies that were conducted near ski resorts in the European Alps.
Effects that skiing and ski resort management have on wildlife and wildlife areas:
·         The management of wildlife areas by ski resorts involves salting, snow-grooming, and fertilization, all of which are practices that can potentially alter ph levels and nutrient levels of soil.
·         Snow-grooming machines as well as snow-making machines both cause “irreparable damage to soil and vegetation.”
·         Increased management of wildlife areas resulted in increased nutrient concentrations, namely nitrogen and phosphorus, which can lead to eutrophication.
·         Black grouse, a species that exists in the Swiss Alps, is found at half its normal population density at areas near ski resorts.
·         Levels of stress hormones in birds are higher near ski areas.
Proposed Solution
Mountain Accord should pursue their goal of increasing mass public transportation in the valley and from the valley to Park City without causing damage to wildlife and wildlife habitats. A bus system from Park City to the Salt Lake Airport is a perfect idea to cut down on traffic 
congestion and automobile emissions. Mountain Accord should also look into increasing mass transit infrastructure on the East side of the valley, which would also help with the same issues. However, blasting through the mountains to make way for a train tunnel does not 
seem like an environmentally-friendly transportation solution. Further development of the Wasatch should be discouraged; at least until extensive research has been done to indicate the potential hazards it would place on our beautiful backyard that is the Wasatch.
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4/6/2015

Things change: seasons, climate, populations, technology, styles, sports, etc., etc . . .  Putting a massive amount of money into canyon trains and tunnels creates a sunk cost that cannot be supported by the existing economic structure in that area.  Does that mean extensive 
economic growth in the canyons: hotels, restaurants, retail outlets . . .?  The land swap suggests the possibility of such future enterprises, but does nothing to address the increased impact that might have on watershed management (for the valley) and sewer capacity (from the 
mountains.)
The economic boost to the cities and counties involved, and the state, should these entities be asked to "contribute",  would not pay for their share of funding in a fiscally responsible time frame.
Those fixed asset would not be flexible assets.  95% (my guess) of enough trains to get thousands of people happily up canyon for winter sports would sit idle 6 or 7 months of the year. A few might be able to be used for summer visitors though UTA has not found economic 
impact sufficient to run more than an employee bus or two.
Fuel efficient busses, hundreds of them (?) on a restricted highway (limited permits for commercial vehicles and residents (Think Zion National Park)), would allow canyon mass transit year round and the 95% to be utilized for expanded valley service or rented to other entities 
(Think Zion National Park and beyond) during the summer.  As technology advances, upgrading busses would be more feasible than upgrading trains.
And what is the carrying capacity of the canyons anyway?  If the canyons had food, beds, water and sewer for a million people, would we want them at full capacity?  Would they continue to be what we define as our Wasatch canyons or would they turn into an urban setting 
with "grand opening" museum lines on every trail, meadow and mountain?  Sometimes bigger is better.  Sometimes it is not.
No matter your stand on global warming, it is interesting to note that, while the average snowfall over the last 100 years is over 500", each of the last three has been less than 400 and we' probably won't make that this year.  The up side is less snow would allow more 

                

4/7/2015

I appreciate all the hard work that has gone into this blueprint.  However, I do not agree that connecting the canyons with each other or with Park City area is a good idea.  I don't believe it is necessary to the ski industry or the public.  
The near future (10-50 years) of precipitation in the Wasatch is dubious.   Without snow we have no water so making snow is a non-starter.  How many days in the last year was it cold enough to make snow?
For those who want to experience all the resorts in a short amount of time, use bus service.  The canyons should be using bus service more and limit vehicle access with a toll at the base of the canyons.
The beauty and serenity of the Wasatch should be protected at all costs from growth.

4/7/2015

I'm not finding anything related to how this would specifically affect home owners in these areas.   
Is there anything specifically?  Where do I look?  Thank you.

4/7/2015

Of course Corporate America is always out there trying to make another buck at anyone’s expense. It is about the bottom line and they could care less what they means to life changing erasing the places the rest of us love. Do we need to let the politicos come out in support of 
selling off our heritage and the pristine irreplaceable places that will never come again. Not at all it is time to let the corporate wheel bumpers go find another choice not Utah not our canyons. These should be locked up into a permanent preservation of such places.

4/7/2015

Very interesting article regarding the rerouting of the elevated state route 99 Alaska Way Viaduct  through a giant underground tunnel that runs underneath Seattle’s downtown to the north side of the city. A mega 1.5 Billion dollar project that has  had some issues with the 
boring machine breaking down, uneven ground structure, and major cost overruns, and who would be responsible for the costs. I can clearly see how the tunnel project that the ski resort owners have suggested could run into similar circumstances as those in Seattle.  My 
concern has always been who would be responsible, and bear the burden of the cost overruns, (which in this article, suggest can run over 30% in many tunneling projects) and major burden of expenses.  I believe that the state is very interested in pursuing tourism as the prime 
avenue for growth and revenue for the state.  I would like to propose that none of the burden be put on property tax payers, but the expense should be born through bonding, perhaps  further restaurant and hotel tax, and some on the ski resorts themselves. And any cost 
overruns be the responsibility of the Ski resorts and further bonding. As these projects help reduce our governmental costs, I believe that is why we elected these officials, to protect and maintain the integrity of the state and keep the burden of costs to a reasonable minimum
for existing tax payers. I hope you will consider these thoughts.

4/8/2015



Greeting:
Well it’s been a long time coming. Hopefully this will be worth the wait. 
I’m glad to see that all sides, at least in the document have been willing to give up some of their long standing wants.
In general the BluePrint looks like a well balanced compromise. 
I don’t see any contingency plan for funding issues when they arise. Much of this is based on obtaining funding for various projects, primarily transportation. While I can readily see that the feds would give up money for busses/infrastructure in the valleys  and through Parley’s, 
I’d be surprised if you’d see a dime for Cottonwood transportation, especially a tunnel. I think they are wise enough to see that the resorts might want an interconnect, but could continue without, whereas the other projects effect the whole of the area and are needed for 
everyone that pays taxes.
Personally I think a tunnel is a good solution to the many problems you were faced with, but when it comes to implementing it, are the parties, namely the seven resorts really willing to put their money on the tables? They are the prime benefactors of expansion/connection. 
Another way to look at this is...without the interconnect what is the liability to the taxpayers of Utah or The United States? I say not much.
Otherwise, realignment of ski area boundaries, modest base area expansion, purchase of small inholdings, guaranteed land protection. All great. 
                      

4/9/2015

It seems like the equestrian use of American Fork canyon has not been considered yet. There are many equestrians that use the canyon everyday it is open. How will this transaction effect our use of the canyon? 4/9/2015
We really appreciate what Mountain Accord is doing for the future of our Wasatch Mountains.  After many years of hiking, and skiing in the Wasatch, we have come to really appreciate the beauty and solitude the Wasatch mountains offer.  Re the train up Little Cottonwood 
Canyon I offer the following;
Winter Season
What is the purpose of the train other than bringing more people to the ski resorts.   Why ruin the scenic beauty of the canyon when an efficient shuttle or bus service could accommodate people on a more timely basis.  I believe a user fee should be in effect and think an 
annual or seasonal pass could be initiated which would help to pay for the bus/shuttle service on a regular basis.   The ski areas seem to be most crowded during  “powder days”.  Why don’t the ski resorts build 3-4 story parking, as they are the ones who benefit with large 
crowds.  Why should taxpayers subsidize the ski areas with a train?   I hear there would be federal funding, but that is still tax-payers money.  We usually ski on the weekdays, and there never is a problem with parking unless it is a “powder day”.  Thus a shuttle service would 
be more economical and efficient than a train.  There is always the parking problem to board the train, just doesn’t seem practical, realistic or economical and a real threat to the environment.  If we have more snow years like this one, we may not have any skiers!
Summer Season
A shuttle would be ideal for visitors in the summer, with stops for trailheads.  Most don’t like driving the canyon, parking is always a problem, and like at Zion or Yosemite, a shuttle driver offers interesting information that is always appreciated.  The weekends are always the 
busiest and weather is a factor as well.  An adjustable service could be negotiated for weekends and holidays.   People enjoy the beauty and solitude of hiking in the Wasatch, not big buildings and commercial enterprises.  Again if resorts want people let them build their own 
parking facilities.  An annual pass could be issued that would attach to their window, that could cover year round accessibility and help to pay for the shuttle. 
I just can’t envision people parking, getting on a bus, then off the bus, onto the train, and then off the train.  Widening the canyon to 3 lanes would be much more efficient and do far less damage to the environment. 

4/9/2015

I'd like to recognize the breadth of the equestrian for the  horse and rider in any future planning.
The equestrian groups represent a surging population, and unlike cyclists or other potential off-road users that have multi-use access to roads,  horsemen are restricted to very limited areas.  
That makes it paramount that the equestrian be considered prominently in the development of the Mountain Accord.   
Thank you

4/10/2015

I totally support a train up Parley's Canyon and completely oppose a train up cottonwood to park city. 4/11/2015
Thanks for all the hard work. The plan is great and meets it's goals. Would rather not see canyons interconnected and a light rail up little  cottonwood would be too expensive.   More busses a must. 4/12/2015
The whole idea stinks. Just leave things alone. Greedy corporations get out. Go ruin someplace else you haven't already ruined. 4/13/2015
Hey Mountain Accord,
According to the Zion National Park website:
"In 1997, visitation was 2.4 million and increasing. The shuttle system was established to eliminate traffic and parking problems, protect vegetation, and restore tranquility to Zion Canyon."
"Visitation more than doubled between 1982 and 2002, from 1.25 million to 2.59 million. Backcountry use has risen even more quickly: from 7,807 people camping in the backcountry in 1986 to 21,002 in 1999."
"In 2004, nearly 2.7 million people visited Zion." 
"In 2014 approximately 3,211,596 people visited Zion NP."
That's with shuttles  no trains: )

4/13/2015

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed blueprint for the Mountain Accord.  I truly appreciate the obvious hard work and thoughtfulness that has gone into the creation of this document, and I am grateful to have an opportunity to comment.  I hope the 
suggestions below are helpful.
> We should, first and foremost, keep in mind that no one goes into the Wasatch Mountains seeking crowds, air and water pollution, noise, and an urban atmosphere; they can get plenty of that in Salt Lake City.  Therefore, the final blueprint should give top priority to options 
that decrease all of those negative conditions.  Indeed, they should become a litmus test for each option.
> One of the reasons why the Wasatch Range is so appealing to a broad range of people--tourists, dispersed recreationists, skiers, etc.--is precisely because the development in the mountains is limited.  If Europeans want to experience an urban mountain experience, there is 
no reason to travel all the way to Utah; they can get that in Switzerland.  If someone wants to hike on paved trails close to convenience stores and parking lots, they can access the Appalachian Mountains and the trails around crowded, over-developed resorts in California.  
The unique appeal of the Wasatch, as a "product,"  as a refuge, and as a place of enjoyment, is its relatively uncluttered, untamed nature.  Any option that results in more development, without a corresponding reduction in other intrusive features and inappropriate structures, 
simply makes the Wasatch less meaningful, less attractive economically, and less valuable to local people.
> One of the guiding principles of this process should be the idea of "no net loss," i.e. for every additional acre developed, a corresponding acre should be restored.  For every tree cut down, an equal amount of bio-mass should be added.  Every increase in pollution (noise, air, 
water) should be matched by a commensurate decrease in pollution.  No net loss should not be a far-off goal, but an absolute minimum--the least that we can do.  Ideally, we should reclaim prized viewsheds, watersheds, and pristine conditions.  But under no circumstances 
should we retro-grade.
> If each transportation option is evaluated according to the criteria outlined above, I think the resulting plan would optimize long-term, sustainable use by focusing on minimal impact, rather than maximizing load carrying capacity.  The transportation option that has the 
smallest carbon footprint, creates least amount of air pollution, and impacts the land the least should be the preferred option.  That means using existing developed corridors, limiting the width of transportation venues, minimizing automobile access, and maximizing 
opportunities for human-powered and clean energy-powered transportation.
>  In my opinion, there is too much emphasis in the proposed blueprint on direct, short-term economic benefits, and an insufficient appreciation of long-term, sustainable economic benefits.  Many people want to move to the Wasatch Front (with their businesses, their money, 
their innovative ideas) because of its proximity to untrammeled wilderness, clean watercourses, healthy forests, stunning vistas, and wildlife.  This economic benefit is more difficult to quantify but in the long run much more important to the well-being of our community.  In 
the 30 years I've lived here, I have never met anyone who said they moved here because they wanted to experience more traffic, condos, crowding, and pavement in the mountains.
  The great irony of loved places is that if too many people love them, they destroy them.  Please don't let that happen to the Wasatch.
  Thank you again for the opportunity to participate.

4/14/2015



14 April 15
Dear Mountain Accord and The US Forest Service,                                 
Although I sent in a letter already addressing some of the proposals in the Mountain Accord plan, I am learning more and becoming more concerned.  
In this letter I would like to address the Land Swap issue of MY Public Land being traded into Private ownership to the Alta Lift Company.  The value of the land being swapped is not equal.  I understand that there are made-up values being placed on backcountry skiing and 
water that claim to make this an even swap.  The Alta valley that is in question of becoming privately owned (for profit) is worth a tremendous amount more than the land along the Grizzly Gulch ridge.  
As I understand it, the Town of Alta was told 5 years ago that this land swap would never go through so it was not necessary to have a Master Plan for the area.  
Just a month ago, the public was informed that the land swap will probably go through.  It seems to me like Alta Ski Area and the Forest Service have been making some ‘back room’ deals and shady arrangements and now the Alta Lift Company has plans in place for this new 
private land they may acquire.  The Town and the Public are unprepared to list their Master Plan and their development opinions.  
Because these decisions are so incredibly critical, I am begging you to PLEASE give us more time.  Please give us time to talk to people – owners, citizens and patrons of the area – to get opinions and options for what Alta should look like in 25-50 years.  The Public is absolutely 
unaware of the impact these decisions will make and it takes time to get information out and gather information.  
Personally, I would like to see small changes in Alta.  Nothing major.  I do NOT want to see another large Hotel, I do not think Alta needs more winter-only employee housing, I do not think that Alta needs more privately owned million-dollar residences that sit empty the 
majority of the year.  I do not think that additional buildings need to be developed until we evaluate summer demand by opening our current businesses.  I do not want to see the area along the rope-tow change or have to worry about trespassing near residences to ski back at 
the end of the day – either in-resort or back-country.  
I think improvements to Alta might include some type of Day Lodge for mass transit, a community center, a small amount of affordable housing and a small summer concert amphitheater.  If the goal of the Lift Company is to make money, then they should open their lifts & 
restaurants for the summer.  Since they are the main business in the area, they could increase summer activity and encourage other businesses to open.  There is no “center” for Alta.  Snowbird has the Tram Deck where people can hang out and be social after skiing.  If Alta 
had a Day lodge with underground parking (so parking spaces would not decrease) in the Wildcat parking area, people would have somewhere to “be” and leave their belongings if they take the bus.  If there were inexpensive lockers and a warm seating area and maybe a nice 
social deck where people could hang out and maybe buy a snack, this might decrease the number of cars all trying to leave Alta at the same time on busy days and alleviate the traffic a little.  The traffic problem is not all day long on storm days, it’s right after the road opens 
and from 3:30-5:30pm.  I wouldn’t even mind seeing some type of local Alta bar or pizza place.  Something affordable for both day skiers and local employees.  Currently there are only lodges and a very expensive restaurant.  I do agree that some changes in Alta could be 
beneficial and improve the experience for everyone.  
I am extremely fearful that plans are being rushed through and the public is not fully aware of the land swaps and the impact that this Public Forest Service Land moving into the hand of Private ownership will have on the Alta area.  Snowbird cannot develop fast enough and I 
disagree with policy makers and the Federal Government allowing this previously-regulated development to occur.  The public also needs to know what Snowbird’s long-term plans are and they should have an influence on development – even if it’s Snowbird’s private land.  
This land in question has been protected by the Forest Service for many decades.  Why is the Forest Service allowing our public land to become UN-protected?  As our population grows, the need to regulate and protect our natural areas should be even more important!  Selling 
out for private short-term profit is WRONG.  One of the arguments for development is that millions of people the Wasatch every year.  If it is not protected, it will become ruined.  Please – continue to do what the Forest Service has done for our whole lifetimes – PROTECT the 
popular places from private profit development!  
It only takes one term of politicians and policy makers to sell-out an area for permanent development and change.  Without Federal regulations in place, greed or corruption of a few state or local individuals can destroy areas that belong to and are enjoyed by the public.
Before any big decisions are made, more information and more ACCURATE and DETAILED information need to be circulated through the public.  This is not just an issue for the citizens of Utah.  People across the entire US come to, spend money in and enjoy Alta.  Does anyone 
really know what the Alta Lift Companies plans are for 160 acres in the Alta Valley?  Those need to be presented and commented on by the public before any land swaps are allowed.  
I appreciate the creation of the Mountain Accord.  I appreciate the efforts being made to come up with the best long-term plan for our Wasatch and especially the fragile and precious Cottonwood Canyons.  I know that it is human nature to wait until the last minute to do 
anything, but I don’t think enough details have been provided and the information about the potential for development of Alta has been given enough time or attention.  
Thank you for your time,

4/14/2015

Dear MA,
Prior to the 2002 Olympics, venue development was considered and then rejected, claiming such activity posed potential environmental damage to the Cottonwood Canyons. Without supporting data, the Accord’s Plan contradicts those conclusions.

4/15/2015

Good day, 
I am coming up on my eight-year anniversary of living in Salt Lake City, and as a long-time user of the Wasatch mountains would like to comment on the proposed mountain accord blueprint.  I heavily recreate in the Wasatch year-round, primarily in the Cottonwood Canyons -- 
from rock and ice climbing to backcountry skiing to mountain biking.
I strongly oppose the idea of a train up LCC.  It would be massively expensive and irresponsible when there is already an excellent road up the canyon.  Widening the road would be a better option, if necessary.  Any transportation alternatives should be PRIMARILY focused on 
serving LOCAL RESIDENTS rather than benefitting for-profit entities operating in OUR public lands. This involves dispersed users such as backcountry skiers, mountain bikers and climbers.
The possibility of ceding Grizzly Gulch is unacceptable.  Grizzly is the ONLY public access point to a huge amount of prime backcountry terrain and must stay undeveloped.
Most importantly, with the probability of reduced snowfall due to climate change, protecting our watershed is of the utmost importance.  Ceding more water to visitors in a soon-to-be-water-starved valley with two million residents would be irresponsible.  Please keep this 
fundamental human need in mind, as there is no recreation without local water.
Thank you,

4/15/2015

It’s a pleasure, given the quality of the ongoing discussion, to submit these comments.  My main concern is that we need to do two specific things extremely well.  Both are urgent.
1.  We need to limit vehicle traffic in the canyons to a workable minimum.  In no way should our canyons serve as transportation corridors for light rail or commuter traffic between Salt Lake and Park City.  In the same sprit, trailhead parking should be replaced by shuttle buses 
(as in Zion), with visitor parking outside the canyons proper.  In this way vital ecosystems can recover from destructive overuse.
2.  Four canyon streams (City, Parley’s, Big Cottonwood, and Little Cottonwood creeks) normally deliver most of Salt Lake City’s water.  The condition of their watersheds is crucial for our future in the valley.  Because we face a changing climate, with greater probability of long-
term droughts, concurrent fire, and more destructive storms, it’s vital that the complex plant and animal communities that make the canyons precious can rebound as well as possible from stress.  Our way of life depends on alpine ecosystems to protect our water at its source.   
 Future plans must maximize their health.
In a nutshell: less traffic, better hiking access, and dedicated care for vital ecosystems.  I support the efforts of Save Our Canyons and the Sierra Club to keep our canyons healthy for the good of everyone.
Respectfully

4/15/2015

Hello,
I want to add some comments about management of the Wasatch range.
After flying over the range last week it struck me how little vegetation covers the mountains.  I feel strongly that we should focus on rebuilding the forests by planting trees, shrubs and ground covers so that we can maintain this important watershed.  As climate change 
continues, more precipitation will fall as rain and not snow and vegetation is vital to holding moisture in the soil and releasing it slowly instead of water rushing off the hillsides which removes soil, creates landslides and floods.  It is also shown scientifically that more trees will 
attract more rain, and that more vegetation will improve air quality which we all know is greatly needed in this area.
More development is probably not the best way to go for this area, at least not at this time.  Grazing should be halted or at least greatly reduced to help build back a forest.
Many useful ideas are in the book "Sowing Seeds in the Desert" by Masanobu Fukuoka

4/15/2015

To me it seems like the main transportation issue is Little Cottonwood Canyon. I think a train up LCC, one that terminates in Alta, is by far the best idea. If a train were to be put through the mountains directly connecting park city, Brighton and Alta I think we will risk having the 
entire area park citified! I live in Brighton and think things are pretty nice up here with park city on the other side of the ridge. Transportation up Big Cottonwood canyon from the valley could easily be improved by expanded bus services in winter and summer and during more 
hours of the day. If park city feels they want more public transit linking them to Salt Lake then more busses or a train could be placed in parleys canyon.
I don't think that the forest service should be swapping any lands to better facilitate resort development. American Fork canyon needs to be protected just as we attempt to protect the cottonwoods.
Utah has great skiing because we have low skier numbers, we don't need to try to get more skiers here because it will change the user experience and ruin what we have. If anything we should be taking land away from the ski areas as backcountry skiing is the only sector of the 
ski industry that is growing! As far as one wasatch goes, it seems like a gimmick to me, hire a guide and ski through our glorious backcountry the way it is!
In other matters I would like to see a more extensive and linked tougher hiking trail network in the central Wasatch. a connection of the reed pine jaybird trail to upper bells canyon would be great as well as a trail connecting upper broads fork to upper mill B South and mill B 
south to Alta. 

4/16/2015

Please protect our mountains and watersheds from development.  Ski areas are big enough.  If developers have their way, there will be no areas left for relaxation and beauty. 4/16/2015
I am a backcountry skier, hiker, fisherman and general muscle-powered user of the Wasatch. I encourage all planning that comes from this process, with particular attention to the following issues-
1) Water quality preservation is of utmost importance,
2) Transportation by car should be limited, bus service improved, LCC particularly should be examined for possible shuttling, train service, or similar alternatives,
3) No tunnels through the mountains, no gondola, ski lift or mechanized transport should be considered,
4) No further ski resort expansion should be allowed, particularly in Grizzly Gulch, Flagstaff, White Pine, American Fork side of the divide,
5) Overall enviro concerns must take precedence over developers' and resorts' needs

4/17/2015



An Unpardonable Sin
The quality and quantity of the snow, steep beautiful terrain, and easy access make the skiing/riding experience in the Wasatch Mountains (backcountry and resort) world class. This is a special place. But the quality of the skiing experience in the central Wasatch is in jeopardy. 
I see the proposals for expansion by the resorts and Ski Utah’s “One Wasatch” simply as marketing tools to attract more tourists to our world-class resorts. As a native Utahn, Snowbird season pass holder, and frequent backcountry skier, I don’t believe these proposals for 
expansion are in our community’s best interest.
The Alta and Snowbird ski resorts cannot accommodate more skiers/snowboarders without further compromising the already crowded skiing experience that exists there. Who wants to stand in longer and longer lines while waiting to ride the greatest snow on earth? Not only 
are the lines insufferably long, with larger and larger crowds the snow gets “skied out” faster and faster. Is this the kind of experience Ski Utah and the ski resorts want for their customers? At the same time, the backcountry cannot afford to be annexed any more by the resorts 
without compromising the riding experience there. The ski industry in Utah has an insatiable appetite for expansion and development at the expense of the environment and wilderness experience. Both the resorts and the backcountry/wilderness can co-exist harmoniously 
but it’s time for permanent hard lines to be drawn. Tunnels and aerial trams connecting the Cottonwood Canyons and Park City would desecrate what little is left of a wilderness/backcountry experience that exists in the glorious but fragile central Wasatch range. Why connect 
the resorts? If I want to ski at Alta, I go to Alta. If I want to ski at Deer Valley, I go to Deer Valley. The concept of an interconnect is just a sightseeing gimmick for tourists. No local would dream of wasting quality ski time riding lifts between resorts. Don’t ruin what makes this 
place special and unique just for more money.
It’s true, transportation challenges in BCC and LCC do need to be addressed. More efficient mass transit makes sense, but let’s not reinvent the wheel with complicated expensive projects that permanently deface and deform more of this glorious little mountain range in which 
we are so fortunate to live

4/17/2015

Thank you for this opportunity to provide input for this important project. My recommendations are:
Maintain water quality
Preserve the beauty of our unique and incredible mountains
Protect backcountry access
Maintain the at-risk areas of our foothills, including the BST
Incorporate Environment System Proposed Actions
Incorporate Recreation Systems Proposed Actions
Invest additional tax revenue in existing trail improvements as opposed to new ones
Do not develop additional areas in the mountains
Do not connect the Cottonwood Canyons with Summit County; there is no need and it will only benefit the developers financially

         

4/17/2015

As a lifetime resident of Salt Lake, I am genuinely appreciative of the collective efforts of everyone who has come together for the Mountain Accord. Thank you.
Because so many cities in Utah, particularly Salt Lake City and Provo, continue to be numbered among the fastest growing cities in the United States, my hope is that when tough decisions are made if we error on any side, we error on the side of conserving what is left of the 
unique natural beauty found in our Wasatch Mountains. All too often, the Wasatch Mountains are compared to the Alps in Europe, a mountain range that dwarfs the size of our small range. Please save as much as you can of our small peaks and canyons in their natural state. 
The ski resorts need your guidance and retraint so that 25 years from now, future generations don’t look back and wish we had done more to preserve this most unique of all treasures.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment!

4/17/2015

I am a resident of Salt Lake City, and the outdoor recreation opportunities in the Wasatch are the primary reason that my family has decided to live here.  I just wanted to say that while I do not agree with all the proposals in the blueprint on the Mountain Accord website, I am 
in support of the Mountain Accord process because I think that it is an opportunity to finally protect these mountains in a manner that will endure for years to come.  I already left my comments a few months ago via the website.  I was distraught about all the opportunities in 
the blueprint for continued commercialization and development in the Cottonwood Canyons, so my comments were probably pretty negative.  However, the more that I have read and thought about these issues, I realize that reaching a public agreement is a better option than 
continuing to allow everything to proceed haphazardly.  I support the Mountain Accord, and I look forward to continuing to participate in this process.

4/17/2015

It seems to me that the smartest thing to do from both an environmental and fiscal stand point is to run buses in the Cottonwoods on a more consistent basis.  Right now with the current bus schedule it is hard to ride the bus.  Parking structures would need to be built in 
numerous places throughout the valley.  But this seems like it would be less disruptive than tearing up the mountainside to put in a train or a gondola.  Also I would like to see more public bathrooms at heavily used trail heads like Olympus.

4/17/2015

To maintain the long term benefits of the Wasatch Mountains for residents and our many visitors, the Mountain Accord must place the highest priority on watershed preservation and environmental protection, with lower priorities for increased economic development.  High 
capacity transit in the proposed Little Cottonwood/Park City corridor would be difficult to achieve without major harm to the present environment.  Enhanced bus transit within the Cottonwood Canyons, appropriate to seasonal demands, may be the best solution to traffic and 
parking problems within these canyons.
The Mountain Accord has carefully addressed the competing interests of more development and enhanced economic development as opposed to the long-term state of the environment and water needs of the Wasatch front population.  The long term needs should have 
priority in the Blueprint to resolve these problems

4/18/2015

Hello, I am writing to submit my comment for the Mountain Accord blueprint. I am a citizen of the Salt Lake Valley (Midvale, to be precise). I am an avid skier and rock climber, and I hike and run on the trails of the mountains in the summer. 
First, I would like to thank Mountain Accord participants -- I know that you probably receive a lot of criticism from angry and passionate citizens, and I am grateful for your planning to keep our canyons accessible and heathy for coming generations. 
My comments on each section of the Mountain Accord blueprint are below. 
Transportation: I wholeheartedly oppose any construction of a train or tram up any of the canyons. A train would be expensive to make and maintain; it would require expansion of the current roadway (even if it is above the road), which puts unnecessary strain on the 
watershed and could limit access to other recreation points in the canyons (rock climbing in lower Little Cottonwood, for example). A train would require train stops to be built and maintained; by their very nature, this would limit the train's use to the places that have the 
stops -- which most likely would be ski resorts. Building a train seems to service only the resorts; it would sideline other recreationists and force taxpayers and municipalities to pay for a ski resort's latest construction project in their attempts to lure more visitors.  I would 
support improved bus service up the canyon. For the bus service to be viable, it should be year-round. There need to be more bus stops in the canyon so non-skiers also use it (stops at trailheads, fishing locations, picnic areas). Additionally, a good incentive system would be 
for ski resorts to offer a slight discount on day pass purchases for those who rode the UTA bus up the canyon. If the bus costs $8, give the people who can produce their bus pass $8 off a day pass. Ski resorts could also help encourage bus ridership by having free day use 
lockers for those who rode the bus. Riding the bus make skiing difficult because you don't have anywhere to leave your boots, bag, etc. Additionally, I would urge a fee for driving up the canyon. Make it more expensive to drive up the canyon than to take the bus. This change 
would require increased parking around the base of the canyon, since it is difficult to access the canyons on the standard bus service. But, a fee to drive up the canyon would limit cars, which would make it easier for buses to stop at trailheads and recreation areas that are in a 
narrow section of canyon -- less traffic would allow for safer and easier bus stops anywhere along the shoulder. 
Environment: My greatest concern in the Mountain Accord plan is the protection of the environment. I worry about the impact of any construction on the watershed; especially with the growth of our population and the decrease in our winter snowfall. We need to be planning 
for a drier and hotter future and not building tourist attractions on the very land that we depend upon for water. 
Recreation: I do not support any expansion of current ski resort boundaries. The proposed expansion of Brighton and Solitude's boundaries would lessen the area of backcountry terrain accessible by backcountry skiers. Despite it only being leased land, during the winter 
season, those resorts limit uphill travel, thus excluding use by any backcountry users. Grizzly Gulch is an important part of the Wasatch Mountains' backcountry terrain. Do not let this be developed! 
Economy: My only comment on the economy is this: Local ski resorts keep trying to expand and develop in attempts to bring more visitors. I understand that Utah depends upon the resort economy. I support that. However, winters are getting worse and less predictable; I do 
not want to foot the bill of an expensive resort development project if we get a winter with no snow and resorts shut down. Even if it is not footing the financial bill, we as local residents will be the ones who feel the environmental repercussions if a ski resort closes with a 
massive, new development on their land.  Additionally, Colorado gets more ski visitors because it doesn't have weird liquor laws. Many people are still freaked out by the stigma and mystery in which Utah clouds itself. There are things that Utah as a state could do to draw 
more visitors here without sacrificing our watershed, our taxpayer dollars, and our equality of access to this land -- both resort visitors and local backcountry users deserve to have access to these mountains. 
Thank you for your time and efforts. This project is very important to me because these mountains are very important to me. I moved to Utah from out of state. I moved here for the mountains. The mountains are the reason that I live here, that I teach here, that I spend money 
here -- without this natural resource's conservation, this city will lose a huge sector of its population which moved here for the unparalleled recreation options. I know that it is easy to measure tourist dollars and out-of-towner economic impact; please don't forget what the 
people who live here, work here, and spend money here add to this economy, If these mountains are spoiled, a lot of us will leave. It will more difficult for so many of the new businesses to attract prospective employees, who are currently lured out here with promises of a 
high quality of life. Please don't make any decisions that will change that. 

4/19/2015

To whom it may concern I am concerned about the watershed preservation.  We are very venerable with our water situation.  I believe ski areas should not expand beyond their boundaries or land trades between the forest service and the ski areas. 
I would like to see more of an emphasis on non motorized recreation. 
Please protest out mountains.

4/19/2015



We are responding to your request for comments on the development and connection of the ski areas in our Wasatch Mountains. 
My wife and I have skied all of our ski areas in the Big and Little Cottonwood canyons and on the Park City side for forty-nine years.  We have also enjoyed hiking in these mountains all that time.  These mountains, and the recreation they provide, are why we chose to live and 
raise our family in the Salt Lake area.  We have also hiked extensively in the Alps of Switzerland, Austria, Italy, France and Germany. This knowledge is important as we consider the appropriate use and development of the Wasatch.
Our Wasatch Mountains are a relatively small area as mountain ranges go.  That we have protected some of it as wilderness is wonderful.  And the skiing provided is fantastic, as several of our Swiss friends have remarked when visiting us.  We need to be very careful to 
maintain this delicate balance between alpine skiing, and its mechanized invasion of the mountains, and the spectacular beauty of hiking on trails through undeveloped mountains. 
 We have a unique setting, so close to urban areas.  I do not see any overall benefit to expanding the boundaries of our ski areas, or connecting the Park City side to the Salt Lake Valley side.  While skiing both sides in one day may be arguably something to boast about, 
realistically there is more than enough skiing in an area without having to spend part of your skiing day working over and back, just to  say you did it.  Certainly the distribution of skiers on both sides is presently acceptable. The limitation imposed on numbers by the narrow 
Cottonwood Canyons keeps their use/impact reasonable.  Connecting the two sides would surely increase the amount of rooms and visitors on the Park City side, but would adversely affect (by increasing the number of daily skiers/users) the Salt Lake valley side. 
Knowing these mountains as we do, it is the Salt Lake side of the range that must be protected, for it is truly fantastic, not unlike a national park.   
Thank you for giving us the opportunity to express our thoughts.

4/20/2015

Dear Mountain Accord.
I am in favor of the following points to curtail any development in the Wasatch Mountains.
1.    Prevent ski resorts from expanding outside  their current boundaries.
2.      2. No land trades between resorts and the Forest Service – non-developable   land on steep, remote mountain sides for developable land at the base of the ski resorts – more condos, traffic, etc.
3     3.    The central Wasatch is not the European Alps – a dishonest comparison    commonly made by development interests.    The central Wasatch is very small, unlike the  Alps.
5.    4. Watershed preservation  
 5.Viewscape preservation – no large buildings, no expansion of  resorts
7.   6.  Emphasis on non-motorized recreation
8.   7.  Tram and lift interconnects for the resorts will do nothing to solve transportation issues. Interconnects only benefit resort marketing.
9    8  D l  i   d  d

4/20/2015

** I totally support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity. 4/20/2015
Dear Sirs:
We live near the foot of Millcreek canyon.  We make frequent use of these canyons for hiking, picnicking and cross-country skiing.  They are precious to us.  We oppose further residential and commercial development of the canyons, and are particularly opposed to land swaps 
between the Forest Service and developers which result in more building around the ski areas.  This development results in more traffic in the canyons and physical and visual degradation of the canyons, and benefit only the developers.  Once that development has occurred it 
cannot be reversed.  We also oppose interconnects between the ski areas, which are unnecessary and would also degrade the canyon experience.  The Mountain Accord analysis of Millcreek Canyon is very exhaustive and has some good suggestions, particularly providing a 
good uphill bike lane.  Aside from the bike lane, we would not like to see additional widening of the road, which would just encourage more traffic and result in more congestion in the upper canyon.  Please do not install parking meters in the canyon (what an awful idea).  
When you start a hike, you don’t know when you will return.  I wouldn’t mind paying more at the booth.

4/22/2015

You have all drunk the kool ade!!! From Thaynes shaft all the way to the Mayflower mine is a labyrinth of tunnels, stopes, shafts. In addition there was smaller scale mining activities all the way to Alta.
A tunnel?!? Are you insane? At some point of digging a tunnel of the scope/length you are concepting  those 130 year old and up to 1000 foot deep underground holes will collapse and perhaps trigger a chain reaction of epic magnitude. I lived in PC from 71-85 and said often " 
hope an earthquake never hits". As a ski instructor for 10 yr, a heavy equipment excavation operator for 10 summers (much of our work was up on both PC/DV  mountains) I speak with some knowledge.
In my opinion a tunnel from So SLC to PC is insanity.
Respectfully,

4/22/2015

Dear Sirs/Madams:
Below are my general comments on further development in the central Wasatch and the Mountain Accord process
1.    Prevent ski resorts from expanding outside their current boundaries.
2.    No land trades between resorts and the Forest Service – non-developable land on steep, remote mountain sides for developable land at the base of the ski resorts – more condos, traffic, etc.
3.    The central Wasatch is not the European Alps – a dishonest comparison commonly made by development interests. 
4.    The central Wasatch is very small, unlike the  Alps.
5.    Watershed preservation
6.    Viewscape preservation – no large buildings, no expansion of  resorts
7.    Emphasis on non-motorized recreation
8.    Tram and lift interconnects for the resorts will do nothing to solve transportation issues. Interconnects only benefit resort marketing.
9.    Development is permanent, and never reversed.

4/22/2015

Hello, I attended the meeting at the Eccles theater in Park City. It seemed that transportation issues loomed large. I would like to submit random comments from my perspective.
Tunnels and ski lifts over the Wasatch crest should be last on the list of options. I would like to see increased public transit between the SLC area and Park City. We live near Kimball Junction. The PC-SLC Connect is great to go to SLC all day. I frequently did a bus/bike commute 
when I worked near the University. I am retired now and sometimes I take the bus to SLC in the late afternoon to meet my husband. The current schedule does not work to go either direction for less than a full day. My husband would ride it to work in downtown SLC but he 
needs to leave work about 5:15-5:30, not 4:20 or 6:20 PM.
I would like to see the Parleys Pathway bike path between Parleys Summit and the East Canyon exit on I-80 installed. We were part of a group several years ago to get this on a county planning map. I sometimes rode my bike from Kimball Junction to work in Research Park, well 
into my late 50's.  I am just a regular cyclist, not an extreme athlete. Non-cyclists may not realize how much riding that recreational riders are up for, especially with the option to bus one direction or the other. Other people also brave this section of Interstate to do this 
commute. Before the PC-SLC bus, my husband or I would ride this route to meet the other one in SLC so we didn't have two cars there at the end of the day. 
I'd like for Park City to maintain its get-away, resort feel, not become a suburb of the SL Valley. Except for maybe one trip to say they did it, the average skier is not going to drive to the base of a Cottonwood canyon, take a shuttle up to Solitude, then a lift to PCMR when they 
could just drive 30 min to their selected ski area. 
When we think of all the population in the area, and all the tourists, these "ski-link" connections serve only a very few people - the people spending up to and over $100 per day for a downhill ski experience. I haven't found concrete numbers, but it is my impression that the 
younger generations aren't flocking to downhill skiing as their (aging out) boomer parents did. It does seem that the numbers for non-motorized sports are increasing - Nordic and backcountry skiing. I do not want additional ski lifts, towers, and maintenance access in the 
undeveloped areas. Do we really want to "pave" more paradise? HE** NO!
Our national parks and wilderness areas are the best in the USA. They draw millions of tourists. For what? Nature! Not more motors and machinery. And not every place should be accessible to everyone. Maybe not accessible to anyone. I have some physical limitations now 
but no, I do not deserve access to everything. It's ok. Leave it alone. Leave it natural. 
In summary, more public transit on routes we already have in place, more bike paths, no more machinery in the mountains, keep our water clean (if there is any).

4/22/2015

I would like to submit my support of the letter that Wasatch Backcountry Alliance submitted regarding the Mountain Accord. That is the most preferred plan in my opinion. 
Thank You

4/23/2015

I support the positions outlined by the Wasatch Backcountry Alliance (attached): 4/23/2015
The central Wasatch is truly a special place that is on the verge of being destroyed by corporate greed.  I first came to Utah in 2007 and specifically the Park City area.  I instantly fell in love, to the point that when I graduated college in 2011 I decided to move to Utah.  The first 
year that I lived here, I lived up in Park City and skied at The Canyons.  In that first season, I was introduced to the backcountry and have done a large portion of my skiing in the backcountry ever since.  In 2012 I moved down to Salt Lake and started skiing in Little Cottonwood 
canyon almost exclusively.  The combination of snow and backcountry terrain simply makes it the best place on earth.  The Mountain Accord is full of development ideas that will simply ruin this one of a kind landscape.  The canyons do not need to be connected to one 
another.  Increased buses and shuttles up each canyon with environmentally friendly (solar powered or propane buses like Zion has) buses is a good idea, but I hate the idea of trains, tunnels and lifts connecting the canyons and chopping up the backcountry.  If the canyons 
were to be connected, I and many of my backcountry skiing friends will simply move out of the state and never come back.  Please don’t ruin the Wasatch!
Thank you for your consideration.

4/23/2015

We all need places to have a peaceful environment to enjoy and to contemplate nature.  This is especially important for our children and grandchildren!  Money isn't everything!` 4/23/2015



HI, I wanted to share a few comments on the mtn accord proposal.
-          I do not support an interconnection between Big Cottonwood, Little Cottonwood and Park City.
-          Private land transfers need to include actions to preserve grizzly gulch
-          Land swaps should happen immediately prior to any future development plans being made
-          Ski area expansion is not in the best interest of the population and is only a benefit for the resorts.
-          The new honeycomb canyon lift should not drop below the elevation of the current lift and should not terminate in the silver fork drainage
-          I support a bus based transit system as proposed in appendix C of the transportation alternatives.
Th k

4/23/2015

  I have reviewed the Mt. Accord web site and the possible “blueprint” for the future of the Central Wasatch Mts; I wanted to voice my thoughts about it.
 Though I understand the need to keep the current ski areas as viable economic entities and the access to them and the rest of the canyons’ resources safe and reliable, I believe the following should be the primary objectives:
·        Maintaining as much of the canyons in an undeveloped state as possible using private/public land swaps, concentration-of-development strategies and whatever new land designation possible to keep it undeveloped. If done thoughtfully, this would serve everyone’s 
agenda, including the ski areas’.
·        Whatever policies are needed to assure clean water and air.
·        The design of the access to each canyon to be the minimum needed to provide a flexible system for many uses and demographics. Given the projected increase of use of all the canyons and the need to reduce in-canyon car traffic and parking, this might include more and 
better buses, road improvements and separate bike lanes. The enormous impact of a rail line up Little Cottonwood Canyon would eliminate it as a possibility.
        Canyon access fees  as in Mill Creek Canyon  as an on going source of funding for trail and campground maintenance and signage  sanitation facilities  etc

4/23/2015

There are three main reasons why I feel the One Wasatch connection plan is extremely bad for Northern Utah's resorts and local residents.
The first reason is that the 'plan' can not be completed without severe and permanent damage to the Wasatch backcountry.
Backcountry areas of the Wasatch range are exploding in popularity, and will continue to do so for the foreseeable future. As our state and its resorts get increasingly crowded with people, commerce and noise, there is a growing population that goes to the backcountry for 
quiet solitude in the wilderness, with no sign of humankind. Their backcountry experience will be rudely interrupted by the appearance of lifts that will cross and re-cross throughout the wilderness areas between resorts, and will not be avoidable to the backcountry enthusiast.
The second reason is that it makes no sense whatsoever to compare One Wasatch with the connected resorts of the European Alps. As I wrote in a recent story: "The European Alps are 750 miles long and 125 miles wide. The mountain range in the ONE Wasatch plan is 120 
miles long and averages five miles wide. Its widest point is a mere 18 miles. The highest elevation of the Wasatch range is 11,928. The Alps are nearly a mile higher, with numerous glaciers that never melt. The Wasatch range has no glaciers."
In addition, the European connections pass through eight countries. By comparison, the Wasatch Range is miniscule. 
The third reason is that there is an appalling lack of research into this project. Foremost, there has been no serious investigation of whether resort connections will bring more visitors to Utah's resorts. Nor have the cheerleaders for the plan have been forthcoming about 
multiple roads that would be necessary for installing the lifts and would need to be maintained afterwards for potential evacuations and repairs.
I interviewed Nathan Rafferty for my 'One Wasatch' story, which was a total rewrite of an unusable story by another author. When I asked Mr. Rafferty about the mechanics of the plan, such as lift towers and concrete beds, he stated that could be done by helicopter, which is 
not factually true. Heavy machinery would be required to dig the tower foundation beds, concrete mixing trucks would have to be driven into the backcountry to put in the tower pads, and roads would be necessary for the trucks and the laborers. The roads would have to be 
constantly maintained afterwards to allow for repairs and emergency evacuations. 
When I asked Mr. Rafferty about these facts, he grew very vague and eventually said that "Each resort would be in charge of that." What does that mean? Is there even a plan?
The issue of environmental destruction in the backcountry that would be required for the installation and maintenance of these numerous lifts has not been addressed by Ski Utah or any of the resorts involved. Until it is discussed in a public forum, with factual and truthful 
answers given to the many questions of Utah backcountry lovers, this 'plan' should be put on a very long hold. 

4/23/2015

This planning is an excellent starting point.  Educating the public that there is a real cost to doing nothing is important.  European countries have created multiple options to transport visitors through their resorts, over and through their mountains, valleys, and canyons.  What 
are some of the financial models that have been used in other mountainous countries that can help Utah with this challenge?  
Guardsman Pass:
*It’s an existing state road that could be improved for year round use.  The growing population and increased use of the road is already creating pressure to make improvements.  Why not get ahead of the demand and upgrade it to a year round state road?  The excuse of cost 
is weak considering many of the year round state roads that have much less traffic.
*Enormous environmental savings as visitors avoid doing the “horseshoe” driving from PC to the Cottonwood Canyons and vice versa.   It would be an interesting statistic to know how many trips/miles per season are made between the Summitt and SLC resorts.
Conflict of Back Country and Resort Access between Brighton and Alta
*Tunnels are a low impact means of connecting the canyons.  Val d’Iser has two funicular tunnel trains.  How have they made it pencil?  
*A tunnel would transport resort skiers without impacting Grizzley and other prime back country areas between BC and LC.
Traffic Issues:
With a great deal of kicking and screaming Zion National Park introduced busing during the peak season for the park.  It is resounding success.  People have adjusted and the overall experience in the canyon has been vastly improved.  Can something be learned from the 
National Parks that have implemented mass transit alternatives?  Parking and equipment needs are an issue but these challenges have been overcome by other resort areas.
Educating the public that doing nothing is by far the most expensive and environmentally destructive alternative is important.  The public in general doesn’t understand the growing recreational pressure on the Wasatch Front and Back.  

4/23/2015

To whom it may concern:
I will be brief as I'm sure we are both short on time. I am an avid skier and mountain biker. My favorite ski resorts are Snowbird and Alta, one of my favorite bike trails in the LCC trail at the base of Little Cottonwood. The plan by Mountain Accord concerns me. I do not want the 
expansion planned. 
Under your plan my favorite trail would be gone. I've ridden it for years and would be furious if you removed it. Furious enough that if you destroy that trail, Little Cottonwood Canyon would never see a penny of my business again, and I would encourage everyone I know to 
do the same. 
We do not need or want the expansion options. 
Thank you for you time, 

4/24/2015



I support designation of the Wasatch National Monument. We need to take action to preserve the quality of the Wasatch before it is too late.
http://saveourcanyons.org/campaigns/public-lands-stewardship-forest-management/wasatchnationalmonument/

4/24/2015

Thank you for taking the time to listen to the public on issues concerning the Salt Lake Valley citizens'  backyard.
Here is my two cents:
Environment:
Reducing the amount of cars on the roads, which contribute to the biggest negative issue in Salt Lake: Air Quality, should be at the top of the list on things to fix. Since the people's health depend on this, this is critical.
Recreation: 
Recreation accessibility is what separates the Salt Lake Valley from any other major city. This is why I and hundred of thousands of other people moved and choose to live here. Keeping  the recreation accessibility (ie back country skiing access, hiking, etc...) should supersede 
any commercial development or endeavors. The Wasatch Mountains belong to the people and should not be compromised just so a few rich people can make more money.
Transportation:
This ties directly to the environment. I think before any hundreds of millions of dollars of tax payer's money should be invested into tunnels and trains, there are a few other rational and logical options.
1. Little Cottonwood:
- Increase frequency of buses up and down canyon.
- Charge for parking on peak periods with money going back to the state and not the resorts.
2. Big Cottonwood: 
- Increase frequency of buses up and down canyon. The current schedule of buses is not convenient compared to LCC
-Develop more parking at the mount of BCC.
-Add the old bus routes going down Fort Union Blvd, which drives pass ample parking spots between 3300E and Wasatch Blvd. This is a no brainer. Rerouting these very convenient access points to the bus stops to go down 3300E to access hotels directly increased the number 
of people driving up BCC.
3. Big Cottonwood and PC area:
- Plow the Guardsman Road and run buses/shuttles between to areas. This will directly reducing the amount of cars going up and down Parley's Canyon and BCC.
4. Millcreek.
-Offer Free shuttle up and down the canyon on Fri, Sat, Sun and holidays. 
-Make a official bike lane
5. Parley's to PC areas.
Off   b   d d  ith  bi  t it t  t th  th f l '

4/24/2015

I lived in Park City for many years, and was in the real estate business there.
One thing I can say for certain is that for some in the business community, no matter how much growth there is, it is never enough. They will continuously have new ideas about how to grow faster, always trying to stay ahead of some other resort.   There will be a never-ending 
appetite to grow the boundaries of the ski areas, and to use public financing to improve transportation infrastructure.  It is a never ending circular pursuit -     We should require that all of the ski areas update the quality of their uphill equipment before expanding into new 
terrain.   We should be utilizing the capacity of existing roadways more thoroughly with bus service, and ride sharing, before contemplating enormous investments in tunnels, and trains.
Growth will come, and it is inevitable.  But we do not need to continuously strive to speed it up, because all that does is create more dependence on more growth.
The undeveloped areas in the central wasatch are a remarkable community resource for exploring, hiking, biking, and backcountry skiing - this enhances the quality of life for the entire region.    From an environmental as well as social perspective, we should place equal, or 
greater value on those places that we preserve in a natural state.  A balanced and long term approach will recognize that the undeveloped areas are important and valuable, and that is such a thing as too much growth.  

4/24/2015

Crediting Mountain Accord with significantly "upgrading" the central Wasatch recreational trail system may be giving too much credit.  All the resorts and many of the lakes, picnic areas, and outstanding views are already trail connected and maintained by Cottonwood 
Canyons Foundation, the Forest Service, or resorts.

4/24/2015

I support the Mountain Accord process and the progress made to date. I strongly support the 3 Key Actions identified in the Blueprint.
I believe the first priority is to maintain a quality watershed.
I am in general agreement with the Environment System Proposed Actions as well as the Recreation Systems Proposed Actions. 
I strongly support linking ski areas through transit and trails rather than arial solutions such as ski lifts. I support a transportation system which is available in winter and summer.
Regarding the Economic Systems, I support additional tax revenue to support the Key Actions. I strongly support the concept of future deveopment to the urban areas with high-quality, limited new development in the mountains. 
To all organizations and stakeholders who have participated in the process  thank you for your careful consideration of these issues

4/25/2015

To whom it may concern,
I would like to continue to enjoy the open spaces we have, as they are, with no further development. I have children and want them to know what nature is through their own experiences in the outdoors.

4/25/2015



Hi, 
After reading weekly pleas in the SL Tribune for comments, I have decided to comment. If my background matters, I am an avid resort skier and a casual summer hiker, and local SLC resident. A transplant from Michigan who moved here with close quality skiing as the primary 
driver. I met my wife here, and we have raised a family here.
My general comments are:
1) I can't pretend to fully understand all the issues at stake here, but I am impressed by the inclusiveness of the process.
My more specific comments in regards to transportation and space follow:
1) Transportation
1a) The Cottonwood canyon roads are essentially reversible one way roads. One way up in the AM, one way down in the PM. That is a recipe for congestion.Putting in a year round connection to the Park City side is brilliant. I would suggest opening this connection to cars, not 
just trains. 
1b) Avalanche shelters need to be employed. I have lived in Washington state where these are effectively used for both car byways and trains.
1c) Charge for parking year round at trail heads and ski resorts. Nothing promotes car pooling like this simple tactic. The token fee to go up Millcreek canyon demonstrate the effectiveness of nominal fees. I purposefully carpool when going to trail-heads where parking fees are 
collected. Use the funds to capture leaky oil.
2) Space
My opinions here will certainly offend my back-country skier friends.. I have not the data, but I see them as the '0.1 percenters' of the ski population when it comes to space. If we calculate the acreage/person/day ratio of a resort skier vs. the back-country skier, it has got to be 
off the charts and extremely lopsided in favor of the back-country skier. Why do we cut off so much space in the winter for these folks? They are a highly specialized group of people. Open up more space for the resorts and take it from these back-country areas. I believe a fair 
analogy would be a summer season situation: space reserved for yet another highly specialized and small (albiet growing) group, the climber. The climber requires specific land, but, their use does not eliminate so much land for the vast majority of the remainder of the 
population. The climber has specific space needs but not at such a giant cost to the remainder of the population. The back-country skier requires specific space but at a giant cost to the remainder of the population. Likewise, heli-skiing operations in the Wasatch should be 
terminated; the same argument applies. Seems with a  helicopter in your quiver, you could easily go fly over to the Uintah mountains.

4/26/2015

The spirit and intent on which the Mountain Accord has been forged is t be applauded. That the dozens of stakeholders, from widely varying points of view, were able to come together and rationally discuss how to manage one of Utah's most precious places -- the Central 
Wasatch -- on their own time, sets a very positive example and tone, irregardless of the effort's outcome.
This is how I would like to see the transportation piece of the plan (which is, to me, what this process is mostly about) be rolled out: immediate phased implementation of Option D, beginning with Little Cottonwood Canyon. Changing mindsets about accessibility to this area, in 
particular, is going to take time. Many people, including myself, view the speed and ease of getting to Alta or Snowbird as one of the biggest benefits of living in Salt Lake City, and will often hop into their car -- alone -- to buzz up there to ski a few runs or take a quick hike or 
mountain bike ride. By creating gradual disincentives for car use (e.g. ticketing  cars with less than two passengers) coupled with more frequent and fluid public transit (buses) is a good place to start in changing mindsets. 
I'd like to see implementation of Option A in what I'd call the immediate long term future--perhaps over a period of 20 years.  I'm still not 100 percent clear on the ultimate cost or environmental impact of a train, but what I do know for certain is that the cars that are sure to 
accompany the Wasatch Front's forecasted explosive population growth will most definitely degrade not only the canyon's beauty and environmental quality, but the accessibility that so many people who live here take for granted as well.
I also think the Mountain Accord staff members need to do a better job communicating the the reason for this process in the first place. As far as I can tell, the notion of a train and tunnel are the part of this process that have received the most traction. I think it's necessary for 
people--including myself-- to have a concrete image of what things will look like here in 20, 30, 40, 50 years if human nature is allowed to run its course. 
Thanks for your time,  


4/26/2015

It appears that the proposed Mountain Accord overtly promotes economic advantages over the environment. The push to make the Wasatch more accessible will lead to it's inevitable destruction.
Pumping more people into the canyons will lessen the quality of the experience for many. No rail in the canyons and no connections between Little and Big and Park City. Increase bus service and maybe only bus service in the canyons. There is not enough emphasis on 
promoting accessing the canyons by your own human powered means. Glad I am in my mid sixties. The Mountain Accord proposals sound more like a eulogy to me.

4/26/2015

I am a resident of Salt Lake City and my opinion on the future of the central Wasatch can be summarized as follows:
1) I am in favor of any land swaps to preserve the LCC/BCC divide. Ski resort boundaries must not expand an inch.They have encroached enough over the years. However I am in favor off exchanging public land inside current resort boundaries if for private land outside of the 
boundaries. 
    a) IF resort boundaries  do expand, uphill traffic must be allowed to continue to allow public access to their public land.
   b) IF lift access is gained to the top of the LCC/BCC divide on private land, resort users must be denied access to the ridgeline outside of the ski area boundary. Those areas belong to the public and its resources must remain unmolested because of the greed of resort 
ownership.
2) No new infrastructure of any kind. The current road system is adequate. As a frequent user, I do not believe we have a transportation problem. However, the bus system is broken and can be improved administratively. 
3) There is no realistic demand for an interconnect. One cannot realisticly enjoy more than two resorts in a day. Current resort connection are adequate and since I believe the transportation system is adequate, I believe it is not asking to much for a resort user to travel by road 
for an hour to use another set of ski areas on a daily basis if they desire to do so.  The interconnect idea is both a marketing gimmick and a way for PC resorts to fill their hotels and have guest ski at SL county resorts. The interconnect is only attractive to vacationers and the 
novelty will wear off in a few seasons once word gets out that it is not really convenient.  If ski resorts need to expand terrain because of overcrowding, why does ski utah want to draw more skiers to Utah? Seems like the  current system is working. It is not the human powered 
recreationalist's fault that some people do not want to ski PC's terrain and sub par snow and we should not be punished because of it.  
4) It is not a crazy idea that park city and maybe even the cottonwoods will not viable locations for ski areas in the near future do to climate change. Instead of over developing the land to milk every penny out of it, we should be preserving the land so it is still a beautiful place 
to visit when ski resorts no longer operate.  We don't want to have a wasteland of vacant structures littering the landscape once lifts no longer spin. Who will pay for the restoration of our once wild mountains?
5) Much of the money made by the ski resorts lines the coffers of corporations out of state while the Utah taxpayers fund the infrastructure  for make get skiers to the resorts. We deserve to be heard. 
6) IF any backcountry terrain is lost due to denied access or overcrowding by sidecountry users, the resorts MUST finance the cost of keeping Mirror Lake Highway open year round so that human powered recreationalist have other options for quality winter recreation.

4/26/2015

This idea is BAD for Park City, BAD for Summit County, and BAD for Utah.  
Great for  developers though... 
 


4/26/2015

I think the ideas put out are thoughtful & are absolutely needed to provide for the future of our water shed, recreation & preservation...I urge this plan to go forward. 4/26/2015
Hi,
I am a resident of Salt Lake City and feel the Wasatch are a great treasure that should be preserved.  My opinion basically lines up with that of the Wasatch Backcountry Alliance. As I see it, there are two main components to preserving the canyons,
* Keep the ski areas within their existing boundaries.  The ski areas already occupy the best/highest/most accessible terrain in the Wasatch and giving more of it to private interests seems unfair.  The proposed land swaps in the Cottonwood Canyons Scenario are ok since they 
return more land to public use than is lost to private interest.
* The canyons are currently being suffocated by car traffic.  The most cost-effective solution seems to be a dedicated, high capacity bus system.  The current bus system is at capacity, is expensive, and is slow.  In addition to more buses, I would support not allowing private cars 
or requiring at least two persons on busy days.

4/26/2015

I fully support the Wasatch Backcountry Alliance recommendations on the Mountain Accord  proposal.
No interconnect tunnel or train. Increased interconnect only serves to increase commercial development. Commercial development is something that should NOT be a priority in such a special environmental us area.
Keep the ski areas within their current boundaries. Increased ski development is contrary to the economic and environmental protection for these unique area.
Perform land swaps immediately in Mt. Superior, grizzly gulch areas to maintain the  ridgeline as a park effects in LCC. Keep the Solitude Honeycomb lift to it’s existing foot print.
Improve the bus access, dramatically increase number of buses and instal a reversible bus only lane on the existing road with environmentally esthetic avalanche sheds in high risk areas. 
A train and tunnels is a totally non stater economically and time frame wise
DO NOT ALLOW THE MOUNTAIN ACCORD PROCESS TO BE MOSTLY AN INCREASE COMMERCIALIZATION PLAN. The lands you have are unique and must be preserved.

4/26/2015



Hey Developers!
Why not just pave everything and put up quads everywhere?! During my life-long enjoyment of The Cottonwood Canyons, it has been my great sorrow and disappointment to witness the rampant-unrelenting greed of people that have no feeling for anything except the 
Almighty Dollar.  
Witness the vanished eagles around the summit of the Honeycomb Cliffs/Davenport Hill. From either Big or Little these eagles ranged freely. I have personally waited, watched, and marveled at these beautiful wild beings, so close to my home, for many years. Where are they 
now? Soon after the Ski-helicopters they vanished. Thank you, Snowbird-NOT!
I personally am affronted and disgusted that huge business and foreign interests have bought out any sense of reason within this process.
Never mind that this is a critical water-shed for over a million people!
Shame! Shame, I say upon anyone that supports expanding the collasal blunder proposed by greedy developers that will-absolutely-ruin what is left of the unique geology that is our Wasatch Mountains.
Hey, try drinking the water from Love Canal. Does anyone else recall the carnage caused by rampant greed?
I am 65 years old and do not want to pass on a legacy of neglect, greed, and toxicity to those must live with our decisions. Just once, vote with something other than a quick buck in mind.
I offer no apology,

4/26/2015

Dear Government Blueprint Designers:
I am in favor of 1. Improved transportation from the airport to Park City.
                      2. Leaving our canyons in their natural "God-given" state, as much as possible.
I am opposed to 1. building tunnels through the mountains to connect the canyons.
                         2. Buying up residential private property
                         3. increasing the boundaries of government owned land
                         4. Building rail tracks in our beautiful pristine canyons for trains
I agree with the Wasatch Backcountry Alliance that clean burning buses and vans are the best mode of transportation in our canyons. 
Please refer to http://mountainaccord.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/Public-Letters.pdf
Thank you for your time in considering my point of view.

4/27/2015

The Mountain Accord outcome I would like to see would focus on conservation of the land, Protecting our watershed and changes that would amount to a net reduction of development in the Central Wasatch.
Land swaps that would concentrate development at the base of resorts in trade for minimizing private land in the backcountry seem to make sense both economically and environmentally.
A Shuttle system involving busses or vans would be able to meet the varied recreational needs in the canyons.  Trains are not conducive to multiple trailhead stops and are not as flexible as busses or vans for changing needs both over time and season. Plus the environmental 
cost of building rail in the canyon seems overwhelming for such as small area.
I don't support further connectivity for the resorts. There is no good way for this to be accomplished and the benefit would have nothing to do with those of us who live here.  It is all for marketing a declining industry.
I would also favor fees such as we have in Millcreek Canyon.  It makes sense that those that use the canyons for recreation should help in the maintenance of those facilities that we enjoy.  Money collected should be earmarked for improvement and maintenance of those 
canyons

4/27/2015

Greetings-
I support Mountain Accord and ONE Wasatch. I believe extensive research and studying needs to be conducted to determine what is the best option for those who work and play in the Wasatch range and especially for the environment.
Currently the canyons are packed with people and cars which is taking a toll on the canyons themselves and the surrounding environment. Something needs to be done to fix traffic and environmental impact the cars are causing. 
I feel a combination of rail and on snow/aerial connections would be the perfect fit. 
Thank you for your time. 


4/27/2015

Hello 
I have been very involved in the Mountain Accord process from the inception as a member of the Recreation System Group, and these are my formal comments regarding the “blueprint” put forth by the Executive Board.  
Transportation
•      I recognize that the traffic situation in Little Cottonwood Canyon is unsustainable on some winter days, and while I understand the impetus to promote a train version of a fixed guideway, I feel that the bus system is far from optimized and with proper implementation, 
could service both the ski resorts and dispersed users on a year-round basis far more effectively than a train.  
•      Providing copious parking near the mouths of the canyon would be a critical component of this.
•      Without trying an optimized bus system using the existing infrastructure I feel it is impossible to justify major infrastructure changes (adding lanes or a installing a train)
•      Charging a per-vehicle fee - either via a daily fee or an annual pass – would help subsidize the optimized bus/parking system and provide an incentive to ride the transit system
•      Incentivize ridership by making the bus fee free or only a nominal price.   
•      The bus system would need to have both a Snowbird-servicing bus and multiple Alta express buses.  
•      Current and future UDOT plans to add passing lanes on hwy 210 for private vehicles should be focused on improving bus transit systems.  
•      Snowsheds and/or bridges over slide paths can/should be added for increased avalanche mitigation for the highway. 
•      I fully support optimizing year-round Bus Rapid Transit for Big Cottonwood Canyon.  Again, with copious parking at the mouth of the canyon.  
•      A tunnel linking LCC and BCC is not needed.  Improved public transit would alleviate the traffic issues associated with LCC, and the “safety” issues that have been ascribed to a tunnel have been overblown; there have not been any documented injuries/fatalities associated 
with overuse of LCC that would not be overcome with improved transit. 
•      Tunnel connections would create more defacto resort sidecountry terrain, effectively increasing the resorts’ footprints.  
•      The tunnel would basically be a taxpayer-funded connection that would exist to benefit four businesses (ski resorts) with no/very little validation that such a connection would actually be economically beneficial to those busineses  There are no significant “problems” that 
an LCC/BCC tunnel would solve, despite a considerable cost to taxpayers. 
•      The same argument is applied to a fixed guideway system connecting BCC to Park City.  It would not necessarily save time for PC-BCC travelers, is not supported by Park City officials, and would again be a taxpayer-subsidized benefit to a handful of businesses (ski resorts) 
who have not proven that such a connection would even be beneficial today, much less in the future considering global warming and the flat/declining trends of the resort skiing industry (according to their own study).
•      The question on the survey asking if the transit “solutions” are “environmentally-sustainable” is fundamentally flawed:  transit systems are not intended to be “environmentally sustainable”; they are intended to transport people from point to point. Since NO ONE – 
including trans engineers who have looked into this project – knows if they’ll actually be environmentally-sustainable (eg degrading the watershed) that point is misguided at best and badly misleading and irrelevant at worst.  The question should be “Is this a solution that I as a 
user of the Central Wasatch would actually use and be willing to pay for?”
•      At the moment parking is the limiting factor for pressurized use in the Cottonwood Canyons; enabling as many people as possible to use the canyon will result in more user pressure.  Optimizing Bus Rapid Transit will be an intermediate step to moving possibly-somewhat 
more people up the canyon to put only moderate additional use pressure on the canyons.  
•      I am in full support of a year-round bus shuttle system for Mill Creek Canyon.
•      I am in full support of a train/light rail system linking the Salt Lake Valley with Park City.  This is a system that I feel would be used far more extensively by commuters and lower-income resort workers around the clock on a more-regular schedule than a LCC canyon train 
that would be associated almost exclusively for time-intensive recreation.  
•      The rationale provided for abandoning the Parley’s rail transit  - that was favored in the Trans system group - is that it would not be competitive with the freeway; however, this rationale was not applied to the successful SLC airport Trax line.  
Recreation

                       

4/27/2015



General Comments
I live in Salt Lake valley and am a year-round user of the Wasatch.  I Climb in Little Cottonwood and Big Cottonwood and Bell’s Canyon in the spring, summer and fall.  I hike and run the trails of Little Cottonwood and Big Cottonwood and Mill Creek, once the snow has melted. 
In the winter I ski the backcountry areas of Little Cottonwood and Big Cottonwood and Mill Creek. I also ski with my family in many of the ski resorts in the area. I appreciate the truly distinctive characters of each resort in the Wasatch and the variety of terrain and facilities 
each offers.
The heads of upper Little and Big Cottonwood Canyons are quite developed. No one hiking under the lifts in Albion Basin or above Brighton is having anything like a pristine wilderness experience, no matter how brilliant the wild flowers. There is effectively very little 
backcountry skiing opportunity east of the Park City ridge line.  From my perspective the balance of wilderness vs. development is already tipped decisively in favor of development, and the ski areas seem to have plenty of customers enjoying abundant lift-served skiing. 
Specific Comments
1) Alta
The Grizzly Gulch area where Alta runs their cat skiing operation is land owned by the ski lift company. They have made no secret of their desire to develop lifts in the area. Development of this area would be great loss to dispersed recreation.  I’d like to see an attempt to swap 
this terrain for some greater development by Alta. I like the Alta resort because it ISN’T about condos and shopping, but I’m willing to trade some of that for a protected Grizzly Gulch.
I oppose any change that would limit public access to public lands. A land swap opens the possibility that a private owner could charge a “backcountry fee” for visitors who wish to use the town of Alta as a starting point for their ski tour, hike or climb.
I believe that currently all of Alta’s buildings are on Forest Service land. It would make sense to trade the land under their buildings for the undeveloped parcels up on the mountainside. Perhaps a land buffer around these properties could be included in the swap. But the road 
through town, the parking, and the currently undeveloped areas should remain public in order to insure access to the surrounding public lands for future generations.
2) Transportation
I feel that the best and most economical near-term solution to the transportation issues up Big and Little Cottonwood is an expanded public UTA bus system. Regular buses running up both canyons would result in increased ridership. In the winter I rarely use the bus for 
backcountry ski access because there are so few runs up the canyon, even on the weekends. Similarly I never use UTA for access to climbing because there is effectively no useful schedule in the summer months and no stops near the major rock climbing centers.  I think 
sufficiently regular bus service would be adopted by many backcountry enthusiasts. Perhaps a toll/user pass system similar to what is in place in Mill Creek, could be used in LCC and BCC .  This could be used to offset the costs of the increased UTA service.
I’m not in favor of the proposed tunnel between LCC, BCC and Park City.  I’m not persuaded that folks driving from Park City to BCC and LCC is really a significant additional burden to the transportation requirement for those canyons. I think such a tunnel would greatly reduce 
the wilderness character of upper LCC and BCC. 

4/27/2015

Water quality should be the MAIN objective for the plan
Environmental thresholds developed that will protect water quality and guide future use of the canyons
Plan should be written to expand to other canyons in the salt lake area and beyond
Board made up of individuals that have zero interest (realtors, developers, landowners, etc) in the canyons
The management plan needs to be developed with clear and concise guidelines that protect the watershed first and other uses allowed if in compliance with predetermined environmental thresholds.
Good luck having one plan is paramount for the future of our canyons

4/27/2015

I am writing to let you know that I support the official comment provided by Wasatch Backcountry Alliance. 4/27/2015
Don’t put a train or add any bus lanes up Little Cottonwood Canyon. The estimated cost of $5 billion is way out of line with any benefit to the public.  Additional lanes and a train going up LLC will destroy the beauty and will detract from a quality of experience. LLC will look like 
a mini Parley’s Canyon.
Add more buses and parking. The only way to preserve the beauty of the canyon and protect the environment is to provide additional buses and parking facilities based away from the mouth of the canyons. Parking facilities must be provided to provide any public transit up 
the canyons. So why not start with that.  Provide more parking at 6200 S and Wasatch Blvd. and 9400S and 20th E. 
Encourage ride sharing. Provide incentives to use of the bus and ride share by charging a toll and parking fees for vehicles with fewer than 3 occupants. If this doesn’t relieve congestion, provide access to LLC with bus only access unless you’re staying at the resort (same as 
Zion). There is no need for additionally bus lanes.
As for the goal of maintaining a quality recreation experience – as it is now the wait to ride Snowbird’s tram is too long. Watching 4 trams come and go while we’re waiting in line is long enough. If you put more people up the canyon Snowbird will sell more tickets, but the 
public will not benefit in any way. The public can say I rode the train, but I spent the time I saved on waiting in line for the tram. Is this the quality experience Mountain Accord wants to maintain?
The proposal will certainly benefit Snowbird, but it will detract from the goal of providing a quality recreational experience for visitors and residents.

4/27/2015

Dear Mountain Accord,
I just wanted to go “on-record” that I agree with the Wasatch Backcountry Alliance comments on the Mountain Accord.
Thank you very much.

4/28/2015

I am writing to express my complete agreement with the Wasatch Backcountry Alliance's comments on the Mountain Accord.  
In particular, I do not support the interconnection of LCC, BCC, and/or Park City in any combination or form.
In terms of improving transportation, I believe that the current bus system could be optimized/expanded, existing parking lots expanded, and potentially a light rail or transit system linking SLC to PC developed.
I strongly believe that the Superior-Emma ridgeline and Grizzly Gulch should be placed under permanent protection.
I believe that any expansion of existing or proposed chairlifts in Honeycomb Canyon should not extend into the Silver Fork Drainage.
Finally  to compensate for lost backcountry access  I am in strong support of the establishment of uphill routes within ski areas that are expanding their boundaries into public lands

4/28/2015

In reviewing the blueprint and proposed direction it seems to be heavily weighted on the side of developing economic ventures and installing light rail in Little Cottonwood Canyon.
 1) In my opinion the last thing on the list should be economic development, which would only increase the impact on the environment we so desperately want to preserve. More people on the mountain is not the right approach to preservation.
 2) How does a light rail system in Little Cottonwood Canyon not destroy that which we want to preserve??  Talk about a major impact on fragile areas!  Surely this is not a desirable solution to traffic problems.  And the expense would be astronomical! Please consider parking 
cars in other areas and busing before talking about light rail!!
 3) Has any consideration been given to the impact of your proposals on the people living at the mouth of the canyon?  And have representatives from this area been included in the studies and discussions?  To my knowledge the answer is no.  It seems only reasonable to 
include those who are impacted the most in the decision making process.
Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

4/28/2015

Hello,
I am writing to state that I agree with the  comments presented by the wasatch backcountry alliance.
I am particularly concerned about interconnectedness between BCC, LCC and Park City. I support a viable and sustainable public transportation system that  greatly reduces or eliminates private vehicles. The  light rail or bus transit systems are both good alternatives.  


4/28/2015

I was a bit disappointed to read in this morning’s Park Record that there was discussion about leaving the Mountain Accord.  I feel the entire concept of a tunnel from the Cottonwoods to Park City is fiscal insanity and likely unwelcome, but I think there is a lot more that might 
come from the Mountain Accord agreements. 
Summit County and Park City already have significant traffic issues and they are clearly on track to get a lot worse.  I am pleased that both the city and county councils are giving this a lot of attention lately, but the solutions are going to be difficult and expensive.  The Mountain 
Accord efforts have received considerable attention from the Utah legislature and organizations like UDOT.  The opportunity to be a part of the Accord’s recommended solution should not be missed.  
If you don’t want a mountain tunnel, there is no better place to fight against it than from inside the Accord meetings.  Better yet, try and make sure that their solution includes upgrades to:
• Our local mass transit
• 224 and 248 entry ways
• 40, running from 80 to Heber
• Mass transit from SLC (ideally the airport) to Kimball and Park City
Park City and Summit County already have a reputation within the Utah government as “the rich liberals who don’t fit”.  The absolute last thing we need is to be the first group in the Mountain Accord to “take our ball and go home” because we don’t like how things are 
evolving. Spend the next $150,000 and consider it an investment.  Try to work the system to get as much support as possible for the things we need on this side of the Wasatch. 


4/28/2015



Don’t put a train or add any bus lanes up Little Cottonwood Canyon. The estimated cost of $5 billion is way out of line with any benefit to the public.  Additional lanes and a train going up LLC will destroy the beauty and will detract from a quality of experience. LLC will look like 
a mini Parley’s Canyon.
Add more buses and parking. The only way to preserve the beauty of the canyon and protect the environment is to provide additional buses and parking facilities based away from the mouth of the canyons. Parking facilities must be provided to provide any public transit up 
the canyons. So why not start with that.  Provide more parking at 6200 S and Wasatch Blvd. and 9400S and 20th E. 
Encourage ride sharing. Provide incentives to use of the bus and ride share by charging a toll and parking fees for vehicles with fewer than 3 occupants. If this doesn’t relieve congestion, provide access to LLC with bus only access unless you’re staying at the resort (same as 
Zion). There is no need for additionally bus lanes.
As for the goal of maintaining a quality recreation experience – as it is now the wait to ride Snowbird’s tram is too long (watching 4 trams come and go before I get on). If you put more people up the canyon, Snowbird will sell more tickets, but the public will not benefit in any 
way. Certainly, the public may ride the train, but they will spent the time saved on waiting in line for the tram. Is this the quality experience Mountain Accord wants to maintain?
Th  l ill t i l  b fit S bi d  b t it ill d t t f  th  l f idi   lit  ti l i  f  i it  d id t

4/28/2015

Utah’s ski industry supports ONE Wasatch and/or an over-the-snow connection of Utah’s central Wasatch ski resorts.
We also support improved transportation options both to and from the four resorts in the cottonwood canyons and from the three resorts in Park City.

4/29/2015

I am writing in support of One Wasatch and the over-the-snow connection between the ski resorts in the Central Wasatch. I believe this opportunity to connect these resorts over the snow and hopefully one day through tunnels and trains will add incalculable value to our 
state. I believe it will increase the quality of life and experience we have as locals and can offer visitors. These connections will allow everyone safe access to the majestic mountains and ski resorts we call home.  I am in full support of moving forward with responsible 
intermountain connections through One Wasatch and Mountain Accord.
Many thanks,

4/29/2015

Environment
1. How durable are any protections to the environment in terms of  future changes?  E.g. the foothills development guidelines were easily ignored when developer money became involved and pro-development government was in power
2. Further ski area and base expansion and development will lead to increased avalanche control and explosive use.  How is this good for the environment
3. What is impact on additives used in snow making on water quality of the Wasatch front
4. How can connecting the Wasatch back to the cottonwoods do anything but increase use of the fragile ecosystems.  Examples:  Wasatch crest trail is overrun with bicycles, Canyons top ski lift has increased traffic from the Park City side to upper big cottonwood backcountry.  
Making it easier to access will just increase pressure on resources.
5. The Wasatch mountains are unique in the US.  Nowhere else can a city dweller escape into a beautiful natural environment so quickly.  This is a resource that we cannot afford to lose and is a huge quality of life issue.  As has happened countless times before, people who 
see an opportunity to make money or wish to carve out an existence in the mountains end up destroying the resource.  We already have a city in the valley, do we need one in the mountains too??
Recreational
1. The value of the Wasatch mountains is in dispersed recreation.  Ski areas are becoming out of reach for most people in terms of costs. This is one reason why backcountry skiing has become so popular and is a growing faster than downhill skiing.
2. Ski area expansion limits access to backcountry users in winter and effects the quality of summer recreation.
3. What zoning  restrictions are there going to be on types of development within ski area boundaries?  Ski areas are year round businesses.  To attract customers, they have increasingly resorted to activities more commonly found in amusement parks (snowbird roller coaster 
on Superior as an example).  Is there any real reason that our mountains have to be assaulted in this way? 
4. As ski areas develop, their costs do also.  There is a need to attract more customers which inevitably leads to more development.  A non-ending pressure for more and more development in the mountains
Economy
1. A great deal of effort is being directed to accommodate the ski industry’s desire to link all of the ski areas.  What benefit will this have to the year round recreational users of the canyons?  
2.  Is there any reason why the ski areas cannot be profitable in their present configuration?  If not, then why should the citizens of Utah shoulder huge costs to accommodate a failing industry.
Transportation
1. Some type of rapid transit needs to be in place for the canyons.  With that, adequate parking in the city must be provided and the transit needs to be year round and stop at trailheads up the canyons.  Presently, buses would be used more if there were adequate parking 
near the canyon mouths and if they stopped at more trail heads
2. Over surface connection between the Wasatch back and the canyons would disrupt the environment and aesthetics to too great a degree and should not be considered.
3. Connecting the Wasatch back with the cottonwoods would increase traffic in the canyons substantially and impact the character of the canyons.  This needs to be considered carefully and not just in terms of ski area connection but year round recreation

4/29/2015

I support Mountain Accord’s connecting the canyons.  As Utah’s population grows these transportation efforts will take cars off the roads, resulting in less traffic, cleaner air and easier access to our canyons. 4/29/2015
I SUPPORT 1 WASATCH ALL THE WAY! It would be the coolest thing 4/29/2015
I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity.I think this is a great way to advance the Utah ski industry and to give us a leg up! 4/29/2015
** I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity.
** I support improved transportation to/from Utah's ski resorts.
** ski area connectivity would help Utah’s economy
** ski area connectivity would be fun
** ski area connectivity would help Utah compete with other ski regions
** improved transportation would make my trip to the ski areas safer
** improved transportation would make my trip to the ski areas faster
** improved transportation would make my trip to the ski areas more convenient

4/29/2015

Ive looked at the details and I think of our traffic issues in Park City.  Building tunnels and trains is NOT the answer.  The cost is tremendous and you say we are protecting our environment?   This is totally wrong in every way.  So few people that I know in SLC have any desire to 
ski up here. Very few parkites ski down the hill!   This is  something we do Public transportation at a reasonable cost  ..yes .   Tunnels and trains Absolutely Not.      
 Thank you 


4/29/2015

 I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity. 4/29/2015
I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity. 4/29/2015
I support ONE Wasatch and over the snow connectivity, as well as improved transportation to/from Utah's ski resorts. These measures will improve the quality of the experience we offer in our ski product and as a result, the economy.
Thank you. 


4/29/2015

No extra bus lanes or trains up LLC. Provide more parking so we can take a bus. Provide incentives to ride the bus or ride share by charging a toll or parking fee for vehicles with fewer than 3 occupants. Don’t spend so much money to support only one segment of the economy, 
especially a segment that pays so little to its employees.
It’s impractical for our family with all their gear, snacks, and lunch to take the train or bus to go skiing.

4/29/2015

I support improved transportation to/from Utah's ski resorts it would make my trips from NYC to Utah so much more efficient and fun! 4/29/2015
please, more backcountry access from resorts and less chairlifts.  focus on the future which is human powered mountain travel.
day and night uphill access on resorts is needed.  charge $ for it.

4/29/2015

I think a train is a safe and efficient way to carry people, gear, and supplies up and down the canyon. I think it would put out less emissions than busses and cars. I think that is would be a safe mode of transport and even create less risk for those driving the canyon. I think it 
would make for less traffic and that is always a plus. I think that many people would be thrilled to hear of a train and I know it would be very popular for locals and tourists alike. Just think, you could come all the way up to snowbird on the train from the airport!! I think that of 
all, the train is the most effective and eco smart solution to the transportation issues in the canyon. I hope that this counts for something because in all big cottonwood canyon is a dangerous canyon to drive. We don’t need the emissions in our city, the pollution is bad enough. 
To build a train coming up the canyon would be so amazing! Eventually it might even be possible to connect the train all the way to Park City! 
Thank you!

4/29/2015



Can u comment 5/1 or is 5/1 when u stop taking comments on the Blueprint? It's not explicit enough on your website. 4/29/2015
I support One Wasatch and everything it includes. Thank you! 4/29/2015
I want One Wasatch!! I fully support it. 4/29/2015
I SUPPORT ONE WASATCH!! 4/29/2015
I think a train is a safe and efficient way to carry people, gear, and supplies up and down the canyon. I think it would put out less emissions than busses and cars. I think that is would be a safe mode of transport and even create less risk for those driving the canyon. I think it 
would make for less traffic and that is always a plus. I think that many people would be thrilled to hear of a train and I know it would be very popular for locals and tourists alike. Just think, you could come all the way up to snowbird on the train from the airport!! I think that of 
all, the train is the most effective and eco smart solution to the transportation issues in the canyon. I hope that this counts for something because in all big cottonwood canyon is a dangerous canyon to drive. We don’t need the emissions in our city, the pollution is bad enough. 
To build a train coming up the canyon would be so amazing! Eventually it might even be possible to connect the train all the way to Park City! 


4/29/2015

Hello,
I'm in favor of preserving Grizzly Gulch, Silver Fork, and all areas that are currently open to touring for backcountry touring. This SL Tribune article sums up my feeling on this subject quite well:
http://www.sltrib.com/opinion/2446902-155/op-ed-before-expanding-ski-resorts-we
The proximity to short and easy backcountry touring is one of the main reason we put our kids in Alta Ski Area kids programs and purchase season's passes at Alta. Without the options to backcountry ski in Grizzly Gulch and the areas between Brighton, Solitude and Alta, we'd 
be tempted to ski elsewhere.
Thank you,

4/29/2015

I support the One Wasatch concept.   4/29/2015
I support One Wasatch in its endeavor to connect ski resorts and improve transportation between the ski resorts we have here in Utah. 4/29/2015
I am most familiar with the traffic problems associated with Little Cottonwood Canyon,  I have converted to being an avid bus rider in the winter because there are numerous options available, but have to travel by car in the spring/summer/fall seasons when the ski bus is not 
running.  Little Cottonwood is a narrow canyon with limited space.  We have thousands of visitors to our beautiful recreational areas which could be enhanced and protected by a more comprehensive transit system.  Personally I favor a train which takes up little actual space 
but can transport many people up and down the canyon.  If it could also connect to the Brighton and Park City areas that would be a bonus for all concerned.
The activity and amount of vehicles in the canyons will increase, we can either be pro active in promoting non-automobile traffic while providing a great and fun travel experience for visitors, or we can just keep complaining about the traffic, and the roads, and the number of 
people, and watch our beautiful mountain experience and environment gradually erode.  
I am in favor of a clean, environmentally friendly solution where people and nature can work together to provide access for the increasing number of people who want to be able to enjoy our mountain lifestyle for both winter and summer sports and sightseeing.

4/29/2015

It seems Mountain Accord Blueprint is only interested in widening the Road up Little Cottonwood Canyon or putting a Train up it. This is theft of land that belongs to the people. People use the lower Canyon and both these plans will destroy the Canyon! 4/29/2015

I definitely support one Wasatch and over the snow connectivity in Utah. 
It will make me that much more likely to go to Utah ski and will no doubt boost the economy. 
I cannot wait to see ONE Wasatch in action and to bring everyone I know!

4/29/2015

As Vice President of Wasatch Equality and speaking on behalf of the organization, we are disappointed in Mountain Accord’s plans.  How can this process that is supposed to decide the future of the Wasatch not take into account the snowboarding community?  Snowboarders 
are an important part of the local community (as well as the tourist industry) that are severely affected by these plans!  Snowboarders comprise approximately 40% of the snow-sliding population, and an even higher percentage of families or groups of skiers have a 
snowboarder among them.  Currently, there are only three ski resorts in the world that do not allow snowboarding, and two of those are in the Wasatch.  The Mountain Accord plans should seek to ensure that public use of the Wasatch is inclusive rather than exclusive.  Under 
the proposed blueprint (which states that Alta’s proposed expansion into Grizzly Gulch is “under consideration”), the Central Wasatch would have less terrain open for snowboarding in the future if Alta expands.  Who would have thought that snowboarding terrain in the 
Wasatch could become more limited than it is today?  Under these plans, the Wasatch would become even more exclusive than it currently is.  How can the long-term plans for the future of the Wasatch disenfranchise such a large percentage of the snow-sliding public?  Why 
would local families or businesses that contain snowboarders want to have their taxes pay for a transportation system that excludes them?  Do we really want to let Alta expand into even more terrain and build a transportation network that services Alta’s exclusionary 
policies?  We feel like the 85% of National Forest land that Alta operates on is more than enough, and anything more is a land grab!  Has Mountain Accord even considered that with Alta's expansion that the areas like Silver Fork Bowl, Wolverine Cirque, and Twin Lakes Pass 
could become by default skier-only sidecountry and backcountry?  How will snowboarders access this terrain if the surrounding lift access is skier-only?  How can you say this is a good plan for the future of the Wasatch?  Also, please note that during this low-snow year, 
accessible terrain with adequate snow in upper Little Cottonwood Canyon was limited much of the year to the north-facing terrain already occupied by ski resorts and in Grizzly Gulch.  So, if Alta is allowed to expand, the only place to backcountry snowboard and ski during low-
snow years will no longer exist.  Please take into account how Alta's proposed plans affect the snowboard community.
 


4/29/2015

It is a really bad idea to ruin the earth and our future by building lift connections between resorts. It will hurt the animals, our air quality, it will make it so there's not much powder to ride. Please don't do it. 4/29/2015
I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity. I love skiing Utah and I would love to be able to ski with friends of all skill levels and enjoy all the terrain ONE wasatch has to offer! 
Thanks for your time,

4/29/2015

As a resident, and business owner, of Summit County I want to express my sincere dissatisfaction with the Mountain Accord. I urge Summit County to NOT invest any more money in the process. I’ve been following the Mountain Accord with great interest for some time. 
Conceptually, I admire the idea. However, the execution and inherent bias from stakeholders leaves me feeling that Mountain Accord is not in the best interest of Park City and Summit County. 
 
1) Mountain Accord seems focused on prioritizing Wasatch Front issues and solutions, while asking for Summit County to pay for it.
2) The proposed solutions seem far too expensive and impractical to offer real value. For example, a multi billion dollar tunnel through the Wasatch mountains is a ludicrous pie in the sky idea. 
3) Mountain Accord favors a strategy that effectively prevents and blocks One Wasatch. One Wasatch is of course favored by Ski Utah and is seen as a potentially significant boost for tourism, while also addressing movement across the Wasatch in a privately funded, minimally 
impactful manner. 
 
I urge Summit County to no longer support Mountain Accord and stop wasting tax payer money on the process. Thank you in advance and please don’t hesitate to contact me for any reason. 


4/29/2015

After reading the articles in today's Park Record, I'm convinced that it is important for Summit County leaders, as well as similar representatives from Park City, to remain an active part of the Mountain Accord planning process. All of the issues(environment, transportation, 
recreation, and the economy) included in this grand planning vision for future growth and development in the central Wasatch Mountains are related and relevant to the future  of Summit Co.  In my opinion, we, as citizens of this beautiful part of our country, should be placing 
the emphasis in future planning efforts on the environment and how to keep it healthy. Without clean air and water as a strong foundation future issues in transportation, recreation, and the economy will most certainly fall by the wayside. Please hang in there and keep 
Summit County involved. It will be worth the investment of the required finances, time, and energy.

4/29/2015

Hello,
I am a Wasatch front resident (12 years) and I have experienced some of the highs and lows of snow totals, storm totals and skier totals.  I love skiing, but haven't ventured up to the resorts for all but a couple of days for the past two years.  Priorities and money are my two 
incentives to stay away.  The Mountain Accord will cement the deal for me...
I think the Mountain Accord is absolute bullsh$t.  If you want to ski five resorts in the same day, why not just sit in a car in traffic up LCC on a powder day?  I know that growth is inevitable along the Wasatch front, however managing that growth with more ski lifts, and a 
$150.00 and increasing lift ticket is, in my opinion, making the sport of skiing even more inaccessible to the folks who live in this state. 
***How would connectivity help the economy?  More money...I suggest improving ski area access with train service so folks can actually get to the resorts on a day when skier numbers are high - and the resorts / infrastructure can make more money.
***How is connectivity fun?  Sitting on a lift, then another lift, then another lift, to get to another resort.  Go to France if you want Le Trois Valle.  Come to Utah if you want fantastic snow and diverse ski options. 
***Compete with what other region?  Europe?  Europe is Europe, Utah is Utah. 
I agree with Nato on the transportation front.  There are significant improvements that need to be made before we can sustain higher numbers of skiers.  Maybe that is how we need to be competing with other regions in the way of skier access.  With fast trains, we could say 
to Colorado - "look at your I-70 junk show, we have a clean fast electric train" - right now everyone is in the same boat "powder day in the LCC parking lot, BCC is the same story"
Thanks, and happy summer.

4/29/2015



I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity. 4/29/2015
Dear Committee,
The Central Wasatch Mountains are an irreplaceable resource. The watershed is critical to the health of the Wasatch Front population and the Great Salt Lake. Any plans for development of this resource must be carefully and completely evaluated and considered. The 
Mountain Accord is a perfect place for this process to happen. In reviewing the System Group documents, I concur with the Environmental Groups analysis and support this being the primary driver. The Economic, Recreation and Transportation groups can only be successful if 
the resource is protected. Growth and development at the expense of the environment is short-sighted and will ultimately be counterproductive.
I am opposed to a train going up the Cottonwood Canyons. It makes no sense at all in the narrow canyons. It will be vulnerable to avalanches, mud slides and rock and will degrade the hiking and skiing experiences. Energy efficient buses are much better.
Resort skiing may have significant changes in store as we experience climate change. Expansion of the resorts is not a priority.
These places are primarily public lands and should remain so. Extra fees and gates will remove an important recreational opportunity for families of limited means. I grew up picnicking at Storm Mountain. I have great memories of breakfasts there. Let's not lose site of the goal 
for economic gains for a few people.
Thanks,
PS.
The comment form on your web page doesn't work. It says it cannot find the page when you hit the submit button. I hope others haven't had the same trouble being heard as I have.

4/29/2015

I support ski area connectivity and think it would help Utah's economy only if it helps to reduce canyon traffic congestion. I like the tunnel idea to minimize impact on backcountry environment. 4/29/2015
I would like to voice my enthusiastic approval for the One Wasatch project.  I have been skiing in the Wasatch resorts for the past 59 years and have been hearing rumors of such a plan for over 40 years. I have always dreamed of an over-the-snow connection between the 
resorts. It will create a European style ski experience that no one else on the North American continent can duplicate.   I think it will be a home run for the Utah Ski Industry and a fabulous Marketing coup. It will enhance the ski experience, create jobs, and add measurably to 
the economy of Utah.  I give my whole-hearted support to the One Wasatch effort.  Dick Marriott

4/29/2015

Dear Mountain Accord committee:
First, I support the process of mountain accord. It is a great leap of faith for me to think that good can come of this, but we are at a critical point and I hope we can move forward and protect our beautiful Wasatch Mountains. On transportation: I support mass transit from SLC 
to Park City I support East side bus service to connect to the canyons I support rapid bus service in the Cottonwood Canyons I do not support trains or tunnels as this does not solve the problems faced 4 season and multiple uses. I do support a single lane road widening. On 
Land trades: I support acquiring land held by the ski areas and other private property owners within the tri canyon area but I think land acquisition needs to be done carefully. I do not support any ski area expansion to ridge lines, and base area need to be carefully considered 
to not allow expansion of lift accessed skier access into new terrain. We need to make certain all values are considered and that land values are not inflated. The ski area industry is not growing, backcountry skiing is. Environment: watershed is of utmost importance. Not 
enough value can be placed on the quality of the experience. Overcrowding detracts from the experience, having areas built to handle more people can help other areas have less visitation. More research needs to be done identifying wildlife corridors before decisions can be 
made. Economics: ski areas and the money they bring in are a small part of our overall economy. Many people live and work here because of varied recreational experiences in the Wasatch mountains, and they contribute greatly to our economy, other travel here and hold 
conventions here because of the varied opportunities in the Wasatch mountains. Preserve the uniqueness of the Wasatch, this is what will help our economy. We need to identify properties that should be preserved, match them with a land conservancy organization and 
preserve into perpetuity. The preservation of land should not be tied to transportation, each should move forward independently. I believe the best way to preserve the Wasatch would use several entities including a National  Monument designation, some Wilderness and 
some as Conservation Easements.
Thank you for your time,

4/29/2015

No to trax little cotton wood canyon 4/29/2015
I believe that what is valuable and unique about the central Wasatch Cottonwood Canyons is that they contain ski areas in an essentially wilderness environment.  There  is a carrying capacity to the Cottonwood Canyons, mostly in  terms of automobile travel traffic and areas 
given over to parking. I think the proposals that would increase development beyond current ski area base facilities should be avoided to preserve watershed protection and the long term value of the Cottonwood Canyons. Resort development can be accommodated in the 
Park City area as our ski Utah marketing efforts and preservation and conservation of the Cottonwood Canyons should be the overarching priorities for them. Transportation improvements should aim to reduce auto use by a program of incentives for public transit and 
disincentives for auto use in the Cottonwood Canyons and not as development inducing infrastructure. A dedicated lane shuttle system would serve our needs better than a billion dollar train system that would encourage additional development in the Cottonwoods. Thank 
you for undertaking this critical planning effort.

4/29/2015

I support and love ONE Wasatch...just wish Sundance could get in on the mix. 4/29/2015
Hi – I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity because improved transportation would make my trip to the ski areas faster. 4/29/2015
We do not need extra lanes or trains in cotton wood. Ski resorts are a private enterprise and should not be funded with public monies. 4/30/2015
I do not support the interconnect of the cottonwoods and PC.  I think the only viable transportation alternative is a better bus system and that system would need to support transport to dispersed use in the canyons and not just to the high traffic nodes.  I want to see Grizzly 
Gulch included in the public/private land transfer.  

4/30/2015

I support One wasatch for over the snow connectivity. I also think it will draw more guests to ski Utah. 4/30/2015
I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity.  The resorts have an economical proposition for interconnectivity that does not depend on ONE DIME of taxpayer funding that is ready to go immediately.  I am not in favor of committing BILLIONS of dollars of taxpayers 
funds for a light rail system when limiting parking and more frequent shuttle buses will work just as well - at much less cost.  The Mountain Accord seems to be much more about political control and feeding BIG dollars to valley construction firms than anything else.

4/30/2015

Dear Sirs
I am a huge supporter of the ONE Wasatch project and generally improved connectivity between the various resorts in the Central Wasatch area. Such connectivity would emulate some of the great ski areas in Europe and create a huge competitive advantage over other North 
American ski areas as well as providing increased attraction for UK & European ski customers who tend to spend 1-2 weeks at a time on ski vacations. In Europe, despite such connectivity, individual resorts have managed to maintained their individual characteristics and 
attractions and the revenue sharing models must be highly developed

4/30/2015

No extra bus lanes or trains up LCC. Provide more parking so we can take a bus. Provide incentives to ride the bus or ride share by charging a toll or parking fee for vehicles with fewer than 3 occupants. Don’t spend so much money to support only one segment of the economy, 
especially a segment that pays so little to its employees.
       It’s impractical for our family with all their gear, snacks, and lunch to take the     train or bus to go skiing. 


4/30/2015

Attached you will find the Salt Lake Chamber’s official comment on the Mountain Accord Blueprint. Lane and I want to commend and thank each of you for your work in making this process a success. We also extend our sincere appreciation for Laynee, the project team and 
the management committee along with the hundreds of participants that have taken part in the progress thus far. Together your work to ensure that the Central Wasatch remain an asset for generations to come is extraordinary. This process has provided a needed forum for 
long-term decisions and is an example of what make’s Utah great: our ability to collaborate and compromise for the greater good.

4/30/2015

Please register my vote of support for connecting the Wasatch ski resorts with ski lifts.
thank you

4/30/2015

My name is Christopher Kautz. I am an active front-country and backcountry skier in the Wasatch. The ski areas are great. I do not need them to be larger or interconnected. Rather, I support a plan to deal proactively with traffic congestion and population growth in the valley 
and the Wasatch as a whole.  Backcountry skiers are particularly interested in these issues because they negatively impact the backcountry experience.  It is time to keep enough of the Wasatch wild so that the developed parts of it don't feel like a theme park!
Regards,

4/30/2015

I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity. 4/30/2015
I support the official comment provided Wasatch Backcountry Alliance 4/30/2015
Certainly support the initiative and believe that the connectivity will be fantastic for Utah Skiing! 4/30/2015
For the love of god, No! 4/30/2015
Please stop the development.  We do not need a train or bus or plane or anything else.  If you are going to use buses, which to me is the most logical way to go, but only if your going to make them free and close the canyons to auto traffic.  I think this is the only solution and it 
should only be at peak tourist time, ie.  Christmas, President Day Week and Spring Breaks and the buses should run every 10 min.  Think about how Park City handled the Olympics before.  No problems.  I wish we could handle Sundance that well.  Stop veiling the issue.  

4/30/2015

Dear Sir or Madam,
We are residents of Deer Valley and we are STRONG supporters of the One Wasatch concept. 
The linking of all the resorts would create a magnificent ski area and reduce pollution by discouraging long car journeys between resorts. Many skiers come to the area and choose to ski a different area each day, but this way they can ski to the different resorts rather than 
drive. It would be a world beater. 
We hope this goes ahead!

4/30/2015



Hi,
 I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity.
Best,

4/30/2015

Open Big Cottonwood Canyon to Park City via Guardsman Pass year-round and realize the benefits of that road being used in both directions during peak traffic periods. Park City Municipal's provincialism should not affect this. This is the low cost/high benefit solution. 4/30/2015

It is my belief that the future of the central Wasatch needs to be one of balance for its many users.  We have fine winter resorts as well as three beautiful wilderness areas.  We have places for mountain-biking, hiking, camping, rock-climbing, ATV riding, and both backcountry 
and downhill skiing.  This is a good balance considering how many people visit the Wasatch each year.  I believe that the One Wasatch proposition is not in favour of this balance.  Resorts need not be constantly expanding, and indeed cannot; the central Wasatch is a small area 
and indefinite expansion can only go so far before there is no more land to take.  It must stop eventually, and I think the right time for that is now, while there are still places to go for  everybody who loves the Wasatch.

4/30/2015

Hello,
I am writing to let you know that I do not support the Mountain Accord proposal. There are too many unknowns and items that are not nailed down and I don't feel comfortable with it.
Kind regards,

4/30/2015

I support connectivity of ski areas.
America needs to learn from Europe!
And be even better! 


4/30/2015

improve transportation to Utah ski resorts, especially Lite Cottonwood Canyon 4/30/2015
As I've pondered it the last few months, I've come to several conclusions:
a) The wasatch is incredibly small, and incredibly beautiful
b) Too  much of it already is commercialized or private property
I think that the land swaps need to be finalized for anything to be on the table. Unless all of Superior->Wolverine is protected from development, it is is a bad plan.
I think that anything other than minor base improvements by the ski areas should be prevented.
I think that we should look into dedicated bus lanes rather than scar LCC further with a train

4/30/2015

I support connecting the ski resorts. It would make our area much more attractive and profitable. 4/30/2015
As a full time Utah resort skier - 8 years full time - well over a 1000 days, it would add variety to my skiing to decide where I was going to go to and then how I would return. I have had the Ski Utah pass three of the years, Snowbird-Alta pass two of the years, this year the Big 
Cottonwood pass, and an AltaBird pass.
I have skied all 14 areas in Utah, and 10 of them in two of my Ski Utah pass days.
I live at the mouth of Big Cottonwood Canyon.
When I tell Easterners I ski Utah - they say - oh, Park City.. I say, yes but 6 other world class places within 30 minutes of my house, too.
Hope ONE Wasatch becomes reality

4/30/2015

I support resort connectivity and ONE Wasatch. Having skied extensively in Europe, I know that we can model the best of what their connected resorts have achieved. Connecting our Wasatch resorts would simplify access to their present footprints and responsibly open new 
terrain between them. It would be a boon to the economy and would elevate the Wasatch experience for locals and visitors alike.

4/30/2015

I have been a Utah resident for over two years, having recently moved here from Germany.  I am an active duty Army officer who plans to remain in this beautiful state for the remainder of my career.  One of the primary reasons for my and my family's decision to take the 
position here in Utah was the access to the outdoors.  For such a large urban area to have wilderness so close, it is truly amazing.  I live in Sandy and take my children hiking, backcountry skiing, and climbing on a regular basis.  We enjoy long approaches and finding places 
where there are no crowds.  I would like to see the Wasatch stay as it is...please don't allow the resorts to interconnect anymore than they already are.  Please keep portions of the Wasatch wild so my children and their children will be able to explore and enjoy the backcountry 
for years to come   Thanks so much!

4/30/2015

Because im on my iPhone it will be brief:
1.  Dont allow redirecting of ski lifts in silver, twin lakes, catherines, albion, or any other location.
2.  Do not allow the building of new lifts, roads or tunnels except possibly avalanche proof roads, and the possibility of a train or tunnel as long as:
A.  It does require the use of forest service of open space land
B. The big companies pay the majority or all of the bill. (If they pay the bill, then they deserve the profit for a certain amount of time, but not the fare regulations). The people of SLC have little or no use for a train.
C. The train is required to stop at all the BC trail and summer trail access points.
3.  Look further into the land swap with snowbird for adding structure at the bottom of the canyon.
4   Look for a similar swap with alta to return the missing link in gri ly to public land

4/30/2015

I am writing in support of the preservation of our precious backcountry skiing/riding areas in the Wasatch Range. I am in opposition to future connections between any of the canyons and ski resorts in the Wasatch Range.  I have seen the backcountry use skyrocket over the 
years in this area as powder and serenity are a precious resource.  I do not want to see what we have left get swallowed up by ski resorts and developers that threaten our resources and our access.  I believe that our quality of life and open access to what is left of our 
backcountry terrain is more important than lining the pockets of wealthy investors.

4/30/2015

Please don't let it become developed and ruin what makes it special. Protect the backcountry please! 4/30/2015
The mountain rail systems are by far the best alternative.  I have visited the Wasatch area for over 40 years.  A system that is less impacted by weather is needed.  Access is needed during weather events, so the Wasatch environment can be shared easily, rather then current 
methods.  My support would be for a sophisticated light rail system or even commuter rail if possible.  I also think some type of unique storage facilities could be availalble at these rail stations for ski or snowboard gear would be a way to reduce carry on baggage at these rail 
systems.  Since many locals tend to frequent the same areas based on their ski passes and habits.  This would off load the carry on problem and be a source of revenue for the system.

4/30/2015

I would like to go on record as supporting the Mountain Accord, and it's ongoing intent.
While many are going to argue over the 4 different models proposed to improve the traffic problems we are seeing now, and get ahead of the future traffic snarls; the focus should remain on the fact that the Mountain Accord wants to "IMPROVE TRAFFIC".
Growing up in Southern California, I have witnessed first hand the tremendous growth they went through in the 70's, 80' and 90's.  I heard all the slow growth people (believing the "world is coming to an end" mantra supplied by that side) repeat how awful the environment is 
going to get, traffic is going to be a complete standstill, and their beautiful world is going to be destroyed by all the evil developers.  The reality was much different.  There are bad spots concerning traffic (at rush hours)still, but by and large, the traffic moves much smoother by 
multiples, today than back then.  I had the opportunity to fly into LAX last weekend, and the air quality is wonderful!  California instituted reforms/controls that Utah still insists not to; that could mitigate the inversions and summer smog. Developers did develop land, but did 
so in a responsible manner and the landscaping in Southern California neighborhoods is to be admired by the other 49 states ( I know as I used to travel to all 50 states for 20 years)
In conclusion, I want something to be accomplished by the Mountain Accord.  I am actually one of those "Crazed" right wingers that thinks linking light rail between all three Wasatch Canyons, increasing bus hubs/routes is an amazing and progressive idea. It would be a World 
Class Destination Town bringing new visitor dollars to all who live and work here.  Yes, our little ski town will be changed once again, but You Cannot Go Back.... I just wish some of the long time Parkites could understand that.  If you did a mind shift and watched responsible 
growth implemented with progressive plans to ward off too much traffic; this little town could be envied by the entire world!!!
Our Salt lake airport is thinking ahead by a decade or more.  As we know they are completely rebuilding the airport to handle growth, traffic in and out; for the next 20-30 years of growth.  Park City should follow their lead!

4/30/2015

Transportation is a major problem.  Some days I decide to not go skiing because of the lack of parking and traffic.  Please connect the resorts.  This will reduce traffic.  All the people from Park City can just ski to Alta instead of clogging up the road ways and taking up a parking 
spot with their empty spot at their condo in park city.
This will be the coolest place on earth to ski.  Let's do it!
A couple lifts will not make Utah a place that people won't want to visit  hike and camp   The most popular campsite is right under the lift at Alta

4/30/2015

As a ski area employee for many years, I have wondered how future development of the Cottonwoods would benefit the industry. It is imperative that a transportation solution be reached that will improve the quality of  guest and employee experience.  I hope that a plan can 
be implemented that incorporates an economic and environmental sustainable option. Development should be thoughtful and deliberate, but it should not come at the expense of timelines. I feel an analysis paralysis will derail the process and no change will take place.  The 
models used by countries in Europe can have an application here in the US and input from civil planners from foreign agencies should be solicited.

4/30/2015



I use the Wasatch range almost daily for trail running, hiking, biking, climbing, and animal/environmental observing. The mountains which I grew up in are a huge reason I graduated in Zoology. I love going into the mountains to watch ecology happen. Disrupting the fragile 
mountain ecosystem is something that cannot be done. Keep the mountain range what it is and let it evolve so that our kids and our kids kids can enjoy the range for what we remember it to be from when we were young.
I plan on having my children grow up in those mountains like I did. I want them to have an appreciation for the world around them which is something that is learned only by being surrounded by the wilderness, the Wasatch range.

4/30/2015

Please don't turn these mountains into an amusement park. 4/30/2015
Having looked over the big plan my thoughts are:
1. Improve mass transit in the Salt Lake valley with TRAX and improved bus lines, include Park City and Heber in the improved transportation scheme.
2. In Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons use busses to shuttle day user and workers. Home owners could have a pass to use their vehicles.
3. Do not connect the canyons! Bigger isn’t always better.
4. Keep all land and water protection proposals.
5. If overuse becomes a problem in the canyons, limit how many people are allowed on any given day. Access is a privilege not a right when the destruction of our land is a possibility.
Thanks for considering this comment

4/30/2015

I believe if you make any further connections between the Cottonwood Canyons and the Wasatch Back you will ruin our environment and destroy wild life habitat. 
  Ten years ago I left Sandy and moved to Park City for  clean air and the laid back lifestyle. 
If you feel strongly about developing more recreational area look west to mountains between the SLC valley and Tooele. 
NO TO  A TUNNEL AN OR TRAIN  Walking shoes yes

4/30/2015

Thanks for allowing input.  I am a daily skier at Brighton and Solitude.  I have also skied Alta and Snowbird.  I feel these two Canyons are quite different and so are the ski resorts in them.  People who want to ski their particular resort can go up the canyon they prefer.  There is 
no need in my opinion, for a tunnel or gondola to connect say Brighton with Alta. 
A good bus system should be adequate for future transportation up the Canyons, not a train or rail. 

4/30/2015

Thank you for letting me comment.  I am a new resident to Utah, I live in East Millcreek. I scanned most of the documents I could find.  Please excuse my ignorance, if I missed one of the topics.
•  I did not see a definition of resident?  Who do you serve?  Is a resident someone who resides in the mountain community? county? surrounding counties? state?  Does the plan address all populations of people; defined as residents of all social and economic strata?
•  I did not see the funding source of the “Annual Public investment” ?  Does the funding plan expect city dwellers to pay for the lifestyle of mountain dwellers?
•  Winter activities,  It’s great to have revenue from ski tourism, but not at the expense of residents.  Lift ticket pricing at Vail resorts is a premium, which will reduce usage from locals.  
•  The “vision" for Winter usage is great.  I like proposals for the ski terrain and transportation.  Hopefully mass transit fares are not too much to the mountains.
•  I know your goal is to reduce traffic, air pollution, however my recent visits to Park City area and surrounding parks, I spent a lot of time looking for a parking space, several days I never found one and just kept driving.  The documents use the term:  “increase surface area” 
for parking.  I would like to see in hot spots, parking garages.  If they don’t jive with the character of the locale / neighborhood, hide them, locate the parking garage underground.
•  Bathrooms, bathrooms, you can never have enough.
•  All bicycle routes should have proper signage for cyclist.  Paved bicycle routes should not decay.  Requires annual maintenance.
•  Does improved watershed mean additional storage if possible?  Did not see discussion of water sport usage.
•  Can you work with the business community to increase cell phone coverage in dark areas?  Provide more cell phone towers.
.  Did not see discussion of camping.  What impact on campers?

4/30/2015

Please count me among hundreds, even thousands of Easterners who deplore the commercialization of the wilderness we value – and who, because we live so far away and visit only once or twice a year, comprise the silent majority.  Probably, like me, the silent skiers and 
hikers in the East have immediate local concerns that grab their attention.  When you hear from one of us, our input should count double. 
Please block plans to link these major resorts.  Especially Little Cottonwood Canyon is too narrow to be ‘scaled up.’   Traffic cannot be managed – and plans for mass transit are so expensive they are unlikely to be realized.  Since the 1980s I have skied Alta Snowbird.  If plans to 
link these areas to Park City etc. go forward, I will transfer my loyalty to Big Sky. 
May Save our Canyons prevail against business interests  

4/30/2015

Like I said we should use this as leverage to get the locals so they are working from home more (think about the big picture) Job creation, transportation etc.  
 4/30/2015
There are plenty of lifts and roads encroaching on what's left of the wilderness in the heart of the Wasatch. The wild bits that remain have irreplaceable value that must be preserved. The resorts currently occupy most of the convenient and accessible high elevation north 
facing terrain in the central Wasatch. Areas like grizzly gulch and silver fork are already heavily used by nonmotorized user groups because there are already so few options for reliable and safe recreation in the winter and quiet backcountry outings in the summer.
I've skied in the Wasatch backcountry since 1994 and I ride lifts there sometimes too. There are plenty of lifts but the backcountry  has become quite crowded. Backcountry skiing is the fastest segment if growth in the ski industry and UT is justly famous for the BC terrain it 
offers. I sincerely hope that UT won't destroy the few wild lands that still exist in the central Wasatch. I want my young daughter to be able to enjoy the freedom of the hills. I hope the wild places so many of us love in the central Wasatch still exist when she's old enough to 
start earning her turns.

4/30/2015

Please don't ruin the good thing we have going in the wasatch! I'm a back country skier, mtn biker, and rock climber. Having trains and chair lifts all over our wasatch wilderness would degrade what I love about Utah. Park city has plenty of room for tourism and growth. Leave 
the cottonwoods out of it. Heck, no one can ski the canyons resort in one day. Why connect to Brighton?
Spend 2 seconds thinking about something other than money or expansion. There is more to life than having a huge mega resort to make more and more money.

4/30/2015

In public Mountain Accord meetings, SLC/Sandy/Alta promote a train from Sandy to Park City with massive tunnels through Big and Little Cottonwood Canyon, and massive new public development including a new 158,000 square foot Alta Town Center.  Alta's 5 Hotels 
consume much of the $1.5 million Alta town budget.  Alta Hotel managers sit on the Alta Town Council.
The Forest Service collects over a $1 million a year in ski taxes, and canyon use taxes (camp sites).  The ski resorts make a few million as well which is supported by 100's of tons of salt being used in the canyons.
The State makes money on canyon use and tourism.
The County makes money on canyon use and tourism.
SLC, Sandy, Alta make money on canyon use and tourism.
It seems above public land owners use the canyons for their purposes by writing regulations exclusively for their purposes and regulations to take private property for public recreation without paying just compensation.
Regulations purportedly based on public health, welfare, safety are used to take private property for a public purpose without paying just compensation. But the canyon regulations are not science based nor are they based on a rational public health, welfare, or safety position.
For decades, the public has been told the canyons are so fragile and delicate that one more cabin would tip the canyon into watershed chaos, yet now we hear a train tunnel protects the watershed and is good for water storage.
It seems the 20% private canyon stake holder has been left out of the Mountain Accord process. 
What happened to the private property committee for 40 square miles (25,600 acres) of private land impacted by Mountain Accord?
The talking point seems to be unlimited, massive public development protects the watershed, but a private cabin would damage the watershed.
Can we get consistent, transparent, and collaborative talking points.  Private land owners are currently being sued by parties on mountain accord over watershed protection of a few acres.
Those parties promoting collaboration won't meet and actually sue parties seeking to collaborate.
Would it be possible for the meetings to  be recorded and posted on the website for future review and public consideration.
Thank you for your public service on behalf of Mountain Accord,
Private Canyon Land Owner - Big and Little Cottonwood Canyon 

4/30/2015

I know that I am late in coming to learn about Mountain Accord,  but I wish to register a
comment before May 1.  In spite of the negative letter to the editor in today's Tribune,
your M A  blueprint seems to be wanting to protect the watershed and wildlife of our area.
I am always impressed by the character and work of the people who are supporting
Mountain Accord,  Peter Corroon and Skip Silloway and others I have met.
Please count me in support of Mountain Accord!

4/30/2015



Connecting all areas via lifts should be the number 1 priority:
its easy 
its good for business
its good for skiers
it doesn't impact those who want out of bounds
it will have minimal impact on environment
Alta/Snowbird already connected; Brighton/Solitude already connected; Canyons/PC will be connected; DV to PC/Canyons only requires dropping the rope
It will reduce and or balance traffic, especially up the Cottonwoods
It could be used all year round. 
O  h i  bi i  d i  hil  l i l  d bl    bl  fi   ld b  i   i   1 f h  C d  d  P l  d h i  h   d i  lif  

4/30/2015

Keep the Wasatch wild.  I agree with the positions taken by the Alliance. 4/30/2015
The massive degradation that you propose by installing trains up both big and little Cottonwood canyon is reprehensible.  Here is a list of reasons why that is a hugely bad idea:
1.       Cost.  Putting in trains will be billions of tax payers monies that only benefit contractors and ski resorts
2.       Noise.  The canyons are a place of "PEACE and QUIET".... or haven't you heard.  Trains typically give off 110 to 120 decibels of noise... yea, great idea to preserve the peacefulness of the canyons.  So never again will the canyons be a place where you can feel the nature, 
but you will forever hear the trains.... chug, chug, toot toot....
3.       Will not achieve the necessary effect.  Waiting for trains somewhere in Salt Lake valley, numerous stops and the same coming back would defeat almost all persons wanting to ski, as most of their day would be lost in riding the trains.
4.       Massive destruction of the canyon for construction.  Just how many trees, sides of hills and massive disruption to access for the years of construction would be needed.  I bet you don't even have a clue.
Tunnels!  What are you thinking.... even more construction (benefit to contractors and ski resorts), and even more massive expense!  Shame on you.
More busses.  Really, come on.  Most of the time when I'm in the canyons, the busses have a very, very small ridership.  Only early in the morning, and when the lifts close, do I see anything close to a reasonable number of people on the busses.  But again: load up your car, 
drive your car, pollute SLC, park at a bus stop, unload your skis and into the buss, wait for a bus, ride bus to ski resort, arrive after several stops, then reverse the same process at day's end and typically spend 2 to 3 hours, where you can drive in less than 30 minutes.  You must 
think people value their times at zero, and would rather be on a bus of sweaty skiers at the end of the day than home in 30 minutes.  This is only a ploy by UTA to expand its evil reach.  Did you know the head of UTA now makes $511,000 per year!  More than the president of 
the United States, Ralph Becker only makes $157,000 per year.  Please stop listening to the UTA, they are part of the problem!
Suggestion.  Do what has worked so well in Millcreek.  Add a toll station, charge 2-5 bucks to use the canyon.  This will encourage multiple ridership, raise revenue, and decrease the traffic.  KISS.... Keep It Simple Stupid.
Stop the crazy support of Vail, and Snowbird.  Stop acting like you work for the ski resorts and the big contractors.  Start acting like you actually have hiked to Red Pine lake, Maybird Gulch, Catherine's Pass and have sat on Twin Peaks (both of them).
Please listen to common sense, take a hike, sit by a lake and ask if a noisy expensive train, a parade of busses and tunnel has anything about preserving the canyons....  let alone the astronomical waste of taxpayer's money.

4/30/2015

I will make my comments brief.  I am an avid believer that the health of the people depends greatly on the health of the land, which is why I am greatly in favor of minimal to no new development in our natural landscapes, such as the beautiful mountains of Utah.  The very 
thing that makes the mountains and landscapes so wonderful is their natural beauty, what they are untouched.  That withers away with every new development.   The priority should be in protecting what they are, preserving what they are, maintaining health and integrity of 
the lands, and furthermore, the wildlife that inhabit them.  This should be the number one priority. 

4/30/2015

With tomorrows deadline for public comments, regarding the Mountain Accord, I offer the following personal opinion:
 -Resist  & deny further canyon development….the loss of view corridors, pristine ridge lines, natural beauty with the environmental strains would be too much to sustain the asset we now enjoy. I think the resorts should be required to keep further development & upgrading 
within the current boundaries.  No new lifts, towers, access roads!  I am very much opposed to swapping public land for private land.  The now dead SkiLink issue is a perfect example of back door politics mixing with private special interests for the benefit of a few!  Ski industry 
trends are changing & growth is not increasing but morphing in other ski interests.
 -NO to tunneling in either direction from Utah or Summit Counties to existing canyon resorts……..Rather improved public bus transportation & more adequate parking facilities at canyon entrance or hubs throughout the valley
We have long been spoiled in our area where we can hop in a private vehicle & be at the resorts inside of 30 minutes……..convenience for some will have to be balanced for the good of the whole.  
 -The purity of water is a huge concern.   More people & industry put our valuable & needed resource at too big a risk for contamination.  
 -Real Estate interests carry far too much power & sway in this state.  The developers stand to gain much with the general public left to fund much & fix the future problems development is bound to create.
 -An existing trail system is in place & should be maintained before further slicing of the assets—Is it possible that there need be a limit to the number of daily users to our canyons?  There is a finite amount of space, parking, width of trail,   facilities, etc.  We have seen pristine 

 i  h  U h d  li i  h  b  f l    h  l d f  f  i  i  Th  W  Fi  F  Whi  Ri  T il    f

4/30/2015

Tunnels are a ridiculous idea and self serving for the valley economic interests.   These costs far exceed the presumed value. We need viable transportation options not these ill conceived falsely identified illogical alternatives.  4/30/2015
We need to reduce vehicle traffic in Park City.  I would suggest creating a parking area similar to what e had during the olympics and bus into town OR create a gondola that would move people from these parking areas into PC.  Adding a tunnel from the cottonwoods to PC 
seems counter intuitive given the already congested nature of driving in PC.
A gondola may be the best option to move people to the resorts from designated parking places.
Another option that I have seen used in the UK is “busways” They are used in Cambridge England and may have some applicability.
Glad to see we are giving this a lot of thought   I hope that special interest groups do not dominate the conversation or solutions to our problems

4/30/2015

Nefarious is a great word, it captures so much.  An offense against moral law.  In the instance of the Mtn. Accord the "early scoping" avoided or did not require a statement of Need and Purpose.  It assumed the need was a transportation problem, and therefore the purpose 
would be to create a transportation system.  From a more holistic perspective the Mtn. Accord should have solicited the various groups for their definition of "need".  
We all recognize the population increase occurring in the urbanized area surrounding the Central Wasatch.  However, what one does from a planning perspective varies from what one perceives their vested interest is.  I believe an accurate and more sustainable statement of 
need would clearly state, "It is imperative  to have a sustainable, functioning watershed, we call the Central Wasatch, and that it be protected to 2050 and beyond."  
Protection must include a detailed analysis of what presently exists, and before any development, transportation, recreation and/or economic development be initiated what impact the proposed project would have on the "watershed."  Instead, Mtn. Accord seems intent on 
building a transportation system, facilitating an expansion of the ski resorts and allowing for further development in the Central Wasatch, without knowing what impact it will have.  If we adopted a statement of need similar to the one described above, then the statement of 
purpose could be crafted quite easily provided it answered the need question.  If the Legacy Highway debacle taught us anything it was do your "need" analysis first, get agreement and then, before spending millions of dollars (or in the instance of Mtn. Accord, billions of 
dollars) have an agreed to purpose.
R t hi t  d  t h  f  thi

4/30/2015

 support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity.
Ski area connectivity would help Utah’s economy and help Utah compete with other ski regions.
Improved transportation would make my trip to the ski areas safer, faster, and more convenient

4/30/2015

This is the greatest idea to hit the Utah ski experience since the invention of the chair lift!!!
I overwhelmingly support the over the mountain connection of the seven ski resorts in the Cottonwood Canyons!!
From an avid skier position there is nothing that could compare to this experience anywhere else in the world.  You could literally ski for days and never have to ski the same run twice. 
The impact this would have on the economy of Utah would be phenomenal.  18,000 skiable acres would make Utah a skiers world destination!  It would make Utah the top destination for skiers all over the world and have an impact on the Utah’s economy that is probably 
hard to imagine and quantify.  If there was any hesitation from skiers around the world to come to Utah this would illuminate that hesitation. 
I hope I’m able to express my support for this over the mountain connection in words properly   I would like to help support this in any way I can   Please don’t hesitate to contact me if you would like any additional comments

4/30/2015

Having grown up in these beautiful mountains and having enjoyed taking our kids hiking, skiing, snow shoeing, etc etc I'd like to encourage Mtn Accord to be very mindful of not disrupting this beauty by putting in trains, trax or tunnels anywhere in the Central Wasatch. We 
want to connect TO the mountains, not THRU the mountains!! Help keep our drinking water pristine and wonderful!
How about expanding the bus service tenfold! Zion NP and their shuttle program could serve as a brilliant model and it's right there under our nose! Tons of people, when surveyed recently, were in support of a fee for the canyons as well, similar to Millcreek.
Let's keep the beauty of this area for many, instead of lining the pockets of Corporations.
Thanks for all your efforts in helping all of us remember to celebrate this unique beauty.

4/30/2015

We are in full support of the One Wasatch concept. 4/30/2015
I support ONE wasatch and over the snow connectivity in utah!  it would really boost utah's ski economy and make tourism more convenient and accessible.  make it happen!
love, 
an avid utah skier

4/30/2015

I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity 4/30/2015



I am a big supporter of One Wasatch
Connecting all areas via lifts should be the number 1 priority:
its easy 
its good for business
its good for skiers
it doesn't really impact those who want out of bounds
it will have minimal impact on environment
Alta/Snowbird already connected; Brighton/Solitude already connected; Canyons/PC will be connected; DV to PC/Canyons only requires dropping the rope
It will reduce and or balance traffic, especially up the Cottonwoods
It could be used all year round. 

                                     

4/30/2015

I am like a lot of people who left Utah for advanced education and came back for the recreational opportunities. Lots of people in my profession make more money than I do because they chose not to return. The loss of money is more than compensated when I make dawn 
patrol laps before work. 7/10 times those laps are done in Grizzly Gulch. I am never the only one in the parking lot. Any resort expansion invades heavily used backcountry space. And if you think the backcountry is limited to a few weirdos try parking at Mill D or Spruces or 
Bear Trap or White Pine or Grizzly Gulch after 9 am on any Saturday once the snow flies. Weirdos, I'll grant you but there are lot's of them. I've been backcountry skiing since the early 90's and have watched the explosion. There is no place like the Central Wasatch in the world. 
Montana, Wyoming and Idaho have more wilderness but lack the public access. The resorts are not hurting. Look at the money they are currently willing to throw around in lawsuits and acquisitions. They don't need an interconnect and more lifts, with a few exceptions, 
removes an irreplaceable resource. I will add that in looking at prices to take my family of 6 skiing I'm thinking of buying everyone an avalanche beacon.
I would support land swaps with resorts in order to permanently protect places like Grizzly Gulch which is the last easily human powered accessible north facing area above 9000 feet left in the Central Wasatch. I know some of it is private land and some of it public. I support 
property owners rights but if Alta wants to expand there let them give up public Forest Service land on which they currently operate. How about Albion Basin?
I would support a lift expansion in Honeycomb Canyon for Solitude providing it does not actually extend the range that inbound skiers are able to go. No opening up Silver Fork to Solitude skiers. In other words the lift will not begin lower than the Honeycomb Return lift thus 
effectively opening up the East Bowl of Silver Fork and west side of lower Silver Fork to side country access. Look at where the avalanche deaths are increasing and you'll see it's mostly coming from people leaving resorts and getting in trouble.
The rail proposal, especially the idea of tunnel, I find dangerously amusing. A proposal to build a really expensive transport system to benefit a couple corporations? I would laugh if I didn't worry it would actually happen. Expand the bus service! Currently to get a bus to Alta 
without 2 exchanges or driving to the canyons and leaving my car at a the park and rides I have to get my family to the stop at 7:30. No buses currently stop at trailheads. We already have most the infrastructure, let's use it.
Interconnect has been a dream for the ski companies for ever. NO! If Park City and Deer Valley want to drop their ropes I say go for it. Sol-Bright and the lift between Alta and Snowbirds Mineral Basin are fine. Hardly anyone uses them. New lifts or gondolas going over ridge 
lines to connect the canyons is a terrible idea. HATE HATE HATE this idea in any form. OneWasatch, Ski Link, Interconnect or whatever you want to call it, it's a terrible idea.

4/30/2015

This project appears to promote a future for the wasatch that benefits all Utah residents not just the greed of a few already wealthy individuals. I hope I am correct in this assertion because, as you state on your website, this place is unique to the world. I grew up in MD where 
special interests and development have completely ruined the area. People there don't lead active, healthy lives because they have little to no opportunity to go outside on public lands.
As a backcountry skier I am very concerned about your attempt to "incentivize" the public transportation. It sounds like I am going to be punished for wanting to decide when and where I can ski. Also if you remove all private car access to the canyon I am certain that the 
commute up the canyon will become horrendously slow and inconvenient (like most public transportation in this city). If this is the case I may quit the sport and stop buying equipment from local businesses.
I hope my opinions help.

4/30/2015

I am surprised at the lack of information that has been put out to the public about your "public comment period" I live in Utah County and just found out about the AFCanyon vision. It seems that a few are trying to shove this down our throats. Apparently you are all in this 
together calling each step of your Vision  "Project Areas". Your deadline for public comment is tomorrow and most people in Utah County don't even know what you are doing. It states in your Vision that your project area only covers Salt Lake, Wasatch and Summit Counties 
but it will effect surrounding areas.
Since most of the Wasatch Range is US National Forest, why are a few locals with their best interest at hand making decisions that effect PUBLIC lands?
This is very disturbing to me.
Maybe you should start making more long range plans and include your entire population. We all live here, have to put up with the different seasons and all depend on our precious water source. I think the resorts need to stop being catered to and you should actually 
consider your residents and not the 70% of visitors that come to ski for Christmas Vacation

4/30/2015

After reviewing the proposal, the overall plan is very well thought out and realistic to the issues concerning the Canyons. As an employee of Snowbird, I appreciate the ideas for improved transportation up Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons. Reviewing the options, there seem 
to be issues with all the options. But, in a perfect word, The Light Rail seems like a great idea. Hopefully this type of  transportation would hold a higher volume of riders than would a bus. Whatever the solution is to the transportation issue, having the ability to hold a high 
volume of riders with less busses, gondolas, etc. (or whatever mode of transportation)  may have a big impact. I have taken the UTA Bus up to work in the mornings and they fill up very quickly. On the mornings where is has snowed significantly; it is not rare to have to miss the 
intended bus due to it already being full and then wait for the next bus behind it. So, part of me is skeptical of the bus service. People take it already now, but, the capacity is very limited at certain times, when it is in the winter months. So, finding a transportation system that 
can hold a large amount of people would be key. Some of the options that are listed seem to have a limited capacity.
Looking forward to the results of this project. This is exciting for the people who live here are also for the visitors. Having this kind of integrated system between city and outdoor environment will elevate Salt Lake’s appeal.

4/30/2015

I am all for, 100% connecting the resorts. I just think there would be more variety in a day, fun ventures our family and friends and less travel time in a car! It's all part of a new type of adventure! 4/30/2015
I attended a meeting in Alta where charts where presented. In talking with the Mayor of Alta and others,  there was a major sense of confusion about the future of the Gizzly Gulch area. As a major property owner in this area, I believe that further study and clarification needs 
to take place in this very important area.  I would strong oppose a ski lift to the top of Twin Peaks. 

4/30/2015

I have been been traveling to the Wasatch every year for about 10yrs. Prior to that I went to CO or WY. The most important factor in choosing my destination is backcountry terrain. The access to backcountry terrain in the Wasatch is second to none. My opinion is that you 
should protect and preserve it.The terrain is fantastic but is already under a lot of pressure. At times this year the backcountry was  so tracked out that it looked like a resort.I'm aware that it was a bad snow year, but the backcountry user group is expanding, and reducing the 
amount of backcountry terrain only compounds the problem.
I love visiting UT, but my ski partners (4 of us)have already had thoughts about going somewhere less crowded. Although we visit to backcountry ski, we typically spend at least 2 days resort skiing and maybe more if avalanche conditions are above moderate. Thats money that 
will be spent in WY,British Columbia and other less developed places.
Choose wisely...once its gone, its gone for good. Protect what makes UT special, or folks like me will look elsewhere.
Thank you for your time.

4/30/2015

NO TUNNELS!!
Preserve backcountry skiing areas!

4/30/2015

I agree with the Wasatch Backcountry Alliance's stance. Please do not allow development in our backcountry areas. They are worth more than gold... and the damage will far outweigh the benefits. 4/30/2015
How many train tracks have been laid and then pulled up. We definitely do not need another attempt to link Salt Lake Valley to Park City. This would be an environmental diaster. 4/30/2015



In visiting Alta, summer and winter are precious times. Both residents and visitors enjoy recreation there including just experiencing natural alpine beauty. This beauty consists of the watershed, plus the flora and fauna it supports yet they are all threatened by tunneling 
through to Big Cottonwood. Such a tunnel would cause huge destruction in both natural beauty viewshed and the “natural experience” of all people, native flora and wildlife. Boring a tunnel and constructing a transportation corridor up Little Cottonwood Canyon, in addition 
to U-210, will disturb huge amounts of soil, and unearth old mining shafts leaching toxic chemicals and minerals into culinary ground water. Earthquakes, such as the one Nepal just experienced are a real danger along the Wasatch. We don’t need an EIS to know a train/tunnel 
would likely be destroyed when we already earthquake faults exist and are will move, geologically speaking.
Gone are the days when abundant water was a certainty. Both water quantity and quality are uncertain. Building a large-scale development, be it a transportation network, and/or business development in Alta, is unwise. Potential for decades long mega-droughts suggests 
planning should NOT devastate the terrain with a large-scale transportation system, nor encourage unrestricted numbers of visit up Little Cottonwood Canyon, or even encourage greater developments which require new and additional water resources. Water which is 
currently stored primarily in snow pack, and then as it melts, flows down stream beds or percolates through the rocks and soils into underground aquifers and reservoirs to become culinary water for the immediate area and down canyon, will likely decline in overall quantity. 
Drought years, or low snow years like 2014-2015 reminds us the quantity of water available is not constant, yet the demand for water will be either constant, but more likely increase, with the projected population growth in the Salt Lake Valley and the Wasatch back. Similarly 
if Alta were to grow at only 3% per year, it too would more than double in 23 years. Snowmelt water, percolating through the rocks could easily end in a different canyon than where the snow fell, reducing water quantity unpredictability and possibly quality in both canyons.
Demands for water from residents will increase as populations increase and as global climate changes result in hotter, drier seasons. An ever-increasing deluge of people to Alta will destroy its natural beauty, pressuring native plants and wildlife to move to more remote areas 
to avoid people and find water. Water is a natural resource, but, unlike manna from heaven, can not be reliably counted on to provide just the exact quantity and quality needed by each and every individual and family. Planning for unspecified, non-quantified Town growth, 
plus similar growth in the number of visitors to Alta is illogical, unwise and will lead not only to economic ruin, but also ecological devastation.
Alta, for itself, must act. Alta must decide the maximum number of residents it wants, the maximum number of hotels/condos beds, decide the number of desired winter visitors, and what the cap is on the number of summer visitors. This understanding of what Alta residents 
wants must be done BEFORE irretrievable damage occurs from over-use of the land, water and alpine environs.  Alta must do this for itself, before the Mountain Accord process presumes to speak for Alta.

4/30/2015

Thank you to the Mountain Accord for putting in the effort to plan for the future of the Wasatch Mountains.  I bought my home 17 years ago based on its proximity to Big & Little Cottonwood Canyons and it has worked out well.  Between my wife and I we average multiple 
weekly trips up the canyons across skiing, trail running, mountain biking, snowshoeing and occasionally camping.  The Wasatch once seemed so large to me and while it now seems so much smaller it has only grown in importance.  I began backcountry skiing over 20 years ago 
and the Wasatch backcountry is in desperate need of planning and protection. 
My reasons for leaving the ski resorts and taking to the backcountry are common: rising lift ticket prices, getting some exercise and spending some quiet and peaceful time in the mountains.  I've watch many areas that used to be backcountry get annexed by the resorts only to 
have those resorts increasingly deny access to the public to those areas.  (Alta pre-season and current Snowbird uphill policies)
My educational background is in economics and my view of the current state of the ski industry is that they (the resorts) are fighting over a stagnating or even shrinking pie of # of skier days.  By increasing their acreage, they hope to attract skiers from their competition to their 
resort.  Increasing acreage means new lifts, new snowmaking and additional personnel which all result in higher lift ticket prices further slowing/shrinking the number of skier days.  There are plenty of studies representing that the current direction of the ski industry is not 
sustainable, so I'll leave the details to them. 
The resorts already have not only the highest quality areas in terms of snowfall and slopes, but I believe they have far too much acreage already.  I know any proposals to shrink them will seem far fetched, but that is how I view Alta's desire to expand into Grizzly Gulch and 
Solitude's proposed expansion into Silver Fork.  The backcountry is exploding in popularity, much of it driven by the short-sightedness of the ski industry. 
Please stop any further ski resort expansion.  Implement policies that resorts that are on public lands must allow greater public access.  In the long run, I believe it will be the best thing for the general public, and even for the ski resorts, who often seem to be their own worst 

4/30/2015

Basically I would like to have no more development better transport for people.and more places to be in the mountains with  dogs. 4/30/2015
ve attended the public forums and discussion group and I have two main concerns.  I was going to use the web site questionnaire but it was not accessible.
1) Park City city/county reps must stay actively involved in the process.  The idea that we should withdraw from the process is penny-wise and pound-foolish.  This development process will proceed with or without us.  If we pull out, then our concerns and priorities will not be 
considered in the ultimate decisions.  Then what will we do - object after the fact?  Sit around and complain that we don't like the direction the development will take?  Any refusal to fully participate is going to backfire on us.  The population and traffic will continue to increase 
whether we plan for it or not.  We should guide the effort in ways that make sense to locals - trying to "stop" the effort by turning our backs on it is futile.
2) The amount of investment in connecting the PC to LCL/BCL via a vehicle tunnel is insanely "over the top" (no pun intended).  It still is not clear to me as a 10-year full-time resident of Park City, PCMR employee, and recreational (in-bounds) skier what is expected to be 
achieved by such a broad capital investment route.  
Who is actually going to go through this tunnel?  Not folks coming from the greater SLC area - they'd almost certainly opt for driving (at 70 mph) the 5 1/2 miles (maximum) distance from the mouth of the Cottonwoods via Interstate 215 and then 15 1/2 miles up 80 to Kimball 
Jct into PC rather than a 2-lane curving slow drive for 15 miles up Route 210 or 190 and then a tunnel (which should have a toll attached to it?) in order to get to a two lane steep town road into Deer Valley or Park City (Canyons Resort visitors would be much more likely to just 
go 80-to-224).  As long as traffic from Kimball Junction into PC/DV is addressed (with the full recognition that whether we like it or not, an increase in capacity on 224 or a truly effective bulk public transit system needs to be added on this route), 80 is always going to carry the 
vast bulk of traffic.  Since 190/210 are already very limited in capacity, it is not realistic to think that these roads can handle the amount of increased traffic that would need to justify the expense of building a tunnel, and these roads are not going to be widened.
So, that leaves local people going PC-to-Cottonwoods - what are the traffic demands and actual numbers of people making this trek each year, and when are they traveling?  Aren't we talking about the vast majority being a relatively small number of skiers/boarders during the 
winter, and an even smaller number in the summer?  Is this what we're trying to remove from Routes 224/80/215?  This drive is 50 minutes, 45 miles each way, contributing carbon all the way, yet, it's a fairly mindless and simple drive.  Wouldn't it be more conservative and 
cost-effective for this small number of people to have a skier/boarder/visitor transport system (gondola, lift, over-snow transport) between PC and the top of the Cottonwoods, with short duration (electric powered) shuttles to the resorts?  Charge $10 each way or $15 round 
trip per person, with group/midweek discounts.  All we're doing is traipsing over the ridge to enjoy the other side for a day - it should be low-impact environmentally and less hassle than driving 90 miles in one day and dealing with parking lot settings.  The construction of such 
a transport system would be minimal compared to blasting a tunnel, could be completed in one off-season, and would provide immediate benefit to the Cottonwoods resorts.  As Vail creates the inter-resort gondola this summer, the "fear and loathing" of a gondola 
construction process likely will dissipate - Europe is full of these, and they're wonderful!  The PC side efforts could then be focused on the 224 route improvements, which are inevitable regardless of what is done for a PC-Cottonwoods connect.

4/30/2015

We are not in support of Mtn Accord building/developing/creating any tunnels into Park City for transportation needs.
The cost amount is ridiculous and does not reflect the needs of the PC community nor show much intelligence for the ROI of such an endeavor.
Please mark us as Not In Support of the Mtn Accord direction!

4/30/2015

I'm totally opposed to your ill thought out, yet another developer greed program
Come on...this is a transportation plan suited for a totally different environment.  

4/30/2015

I wanted to strongly voice my opposition to the Mountain Accord proposal in relation to the following quote:
“Light rail transit (LRT) in exclusive guideway up Little Cottonwood Canyon to the Park City area, including tunnel connections between Alta, Big Cottonwood Canyon and Park
City.”
I am opposed to any connect to BCC and/or PC  especially by rail and/or aerial tram  We need to preserve the uniqueness of the LCC as it is and connecting the three/two would be a travesty

4/30/2015

I support One Wasatch and would like to see an improved connection and transportation between the resorts.  Thank you. 4/30/2015
   It would be a travesty to put a train up Little Cottonwood Canyon.  Building a train would do irreparable damage to the environment and beauty of the canyon.  The canyon does not belong to the ski resorts, the ski tourists or the local skiers.  It belongs to the everyday Utahn.  
 If something must be done to upgrade the ski experience and deal with existing issues, a gondola system connecting the resorts should be carefully studied as a preferable alternative.  It would do far less damage to the environment and not block access to Little Cottonwood 
or other canyons for any Utahn.  As a state, we simply cannot afford to spend billions to build a train up the canyon.  Some people say that this money will come from the federal government.  If the federal government gives money for this project, they will consider that their 
obligation to help Utah is met.  If we can get billions, that money should be used to upgrade, repair or expand the transportation and road system throughout the Salt Lake valley, particularly on the west side.  If we had any "extra" money, it should certainly go towards 
education or other top priorities that would benefit many more of our citizens.  Putting a train up Little Cottonwood Canyon is a terrible idea, designed to benefit just a few of the wealthiest among us at the expense of other pressing needs.  Ravaging this spectacular canyon to 
benefit this small segment of our population is not only indefensible but inexcusable. 

4/30/2015

I appreciate the opportunity to submit a few comments regarding the Mountain Accord Blueprint.
I am encouraged by the transparency of this process and the overall state of the blueprint.  As a life-long resident of the Wasatch Front and now a father, I am a very vested stakeholder in our mountains.  For decades I have hiked, run, climbed, and explored the terrain just east 
of home and, as I have too suddenly arrived at middle-age, I realize this place helps define me.  I and my family are very supportive of efforts to increase protection of the Central Wasatch over increased development in these areas.  I want my children to have the same 
opportunities for experiencing solitude so close to an urban core as I have.  I also think the plants and animals that have been here much longer than we have deserve significant consideration as we decide their future.  Overall, I throw my support behind Save Our Canyon's 
seat at the table

4/30/2015



1.) I do not support an interconnection between BCC, LCC and Park City, or any combination thereof, including tunnels. The resulting direct, cumulative and indirect impacts to dispersed recreational experiences and the environment are potentially significant, while economic 
costs and benefits to the public are unknown.
2.) I strongly support the development of a purpose and need statement that balances the "Systems" Mountain Accord is addressing, without giving undue bias to any one element or proposal. Only then can an environmental analysis that considers an appropriate range of 
alternatives be conducted. We believe this range includes measures designed to provide reliable, low-cost, low impact transportation to both dispersed and developed recreational nodes in the Canyons. 
3.) I support the general outline of the Cottonwood Canyon Task Force proposal in concept, with several important considerations:
*Private land transfers and/or preservation actions must include Grizzly Gulch.
*Land swaps should be pursued immediately, as a precursor to future development. Lands would be placed into a designation providing a higher level of protection than under the current forest plan.
*All ski areas expanding their footprint on public land would establish an uphill route inside their permit boundary, and will consider boundary restrictions. These efforts will help minimize the impacts of expansion on backcountry terrain and compensate for lost access.
*Alignment of the new lift in Honeycomb Canyon will not drop below  the elevation of the current lift and will not terminate in the Silver Fork drainage.
*I support a bus-based transportation system as outlined in our purposed Transportation Alternative presented in Appendix C.

4/30/2015

Problem Statement
The growth of population is a pressing matter that needs to be planned for in the state of Utah.  The Mountain Accord Blueprint seeks to address this issue, but it’s priorities must be changed.   According to the Mountain Accord Blueprint, by 2040 the population will increase 
by half a million people and annual visitors to the Wasatch Mountains will increase by almost 2 million.  Our community in Salt Lake City, and in our Wasatch Mountains will feel the ramifications of growth and the ramifications of our own actions, in response to growth. 
A constant theme of the Blueprint is the increase of infrastructure and transportation so that Utah can be competitive economically.  Little attention is given to the protection of our delicate watershed and our delicate mountain ecosystems.  Part of the Blueprint seeks to boost 
environmental protection, but not enough attention is paid here.  Environmental protection should be number one on the list, because degradation of our mountains will lead to a decline in visitors and economic gains.  This is especially threatening because of rising global 
temperatures and dryer climates; this last winter was the hottest winter since records began.
Proposed Solution
The Blueprint needs to be changed so that environmental protection is priority number one.  The Wasatch Mountains have a natural carrying capacity that we shouldn’t exceed.  Mountain Accord seeks to protect additional lands, along the Wasatch Front and Back, and to 
broaden watershed protections.  This is a great start, but we need to take this one step further.  Climate change looms in all of our back yards and threatens the lifestyles of everyone around the Wasatch Mountains.  For this reason I propose that the blueprint commits to 
researching, installing, and using sustainable energies within the Wasatch Mountains by 2040.     
Local Salt Lake City residents would, almost, all agree that transportation up to the canyons needs to be improved.  Building a light rail would have an impact on our watershed and mountain ecosystems at first, however, in the long-term this would be beneficial for our valley.  
It is imperative that cars are taken off the road.  Public transit should be improved and expanded.  Along with better public transit there needs to be incentives for using public transit.  Using a system of disincentives for driving, like paid parking and less parking would also be 
an effective option.  There are unnecessary expansions in the Blueprint that need to be taken out, like the proposed tunneling from Little Cottonwood Canyon to Big Cottonwood Canyon, to Park City.  Expansion of transit should be for the local communities that will use them 
year round, not for the tourist that visits once a year. 
Continual commercialization of the Wasatch is not the answer to our expanding population.  The Blueprint seeks to improve and connect the trail network, which would include new trails.  The Wasatch Mountains should be left natural.  My fellow hikers and skiers agree that 
exploring the mountains have been some of the most memorable times.  I will always remember the time I got to the top of Mt. Superior and a storm rolled in.  It was one of the scariest times of my life, and one of the most rewarding.  I didn’t need a trail cut out for me to get 
up there.  Like I’ve said before, a majority of this plan is to increase tourism, why not make a plan to take care of the people that actually use these beautiful mountains?
Major Obstacles
There are many investors in this project, many of which are the resorts that push for more and more commercialization.  Of course they want more transportation, land to develop, and easier access to all they have to offer, but we cannot put the people, that call this place 
their home, in jeopardy for a few extra bucks.  The ski industry brings in a lot of money for Utah and provides a lot of jobs, so it is easy to say that we should expand and build infrastructure for their sake.  But many of our livelihoods depend upon these mountains. 
To increase public transit on the scale proposed would cost the state a fortune.  Finding this kind of money would be no easy feat and would require many investors.  These investors would need to see a reason to invest and that their money would be returned.  Making 
economic growth last on the list of the new blueprint would admittedly look questionable to some.  It may be hard to convince some to invest in a sustainable Utah.
Not everyone will support this change in priorities, but the local residents of Salt Lake, and Utah, would benefit.  This would be a major step in combatting climate change and a major win for local Utah residents.

4/30/2015

If you think this is a good idea, you're wrong. Honestly, the resorts are doing fine as it is and to close more space in the wasatch backcountry would be nuts. 4/30/2015
I am opposed to more development in our canyons.  The transportation problems could be solved very quickly and affordably by using buses to all the resorts.  There is no reason to spend millions of dollars digging tunnels through all our mountains to connect the resorts. 4/30/2015

Environment
A.      The Mountain Accord Process figure on page shows how previous studies flow into the ideal system – however it does not show what happens if needed data does not exist or further data is needed. The environmental group has been demanding more pertinent baseline 
data in order to make important, long lasting decisions for the Wasatch Mountains, however a blueprint with definitive statements regarding transportation alternatives is still issued without that important information.  Too many processes have relied too heavily on the NEPA 
process to vet all the data, but NEPA documents often fall very short on adequate analyses of cumulative impacts.
B.      Additionally, the blueprint needs an explanation of how the alternatives will be chosen and how the NEPA will be structured to assure the public that all possible alternatives are getting adequately analyzed.
C.      The statement ‘identify priorities and develop a program for environmental restoration program’ assumes it is known where environmental restoration needs and does not need to happen already. It doesn’t appear as this is the case in speaking with the environmental 
group.  It would make better ecological sense to identify high priority and high quality areas that are in tact, healthy and pristine vegetation communities and make sure those are protected, then identify areas that need restoration to potentially better connect high quality, 
pristine areas for wildlife and environmental preservation.
Economics
A.      There have been and continue to be many broad statements such as ‘preserve land, protect watersheds and water resources, monitor environmental health, implement an environmental restoration and/or enhancement program’, and equally broad statements about 
finding funding mechanisms for these needs. There needs to be an economic analysis of these land management actions of preserving, protecting, monitoring and restoration and should be included in the economics section of the NEPA document. This could be done through 
analyses and valuations of Ecosystem Services and potential subsequent damages to a functional ecosystem. It could also be accomplished by having much greater detail on what exactly ‘preserve, protect, monitor, enhance and restore’ mean in terms of where each of these 
would happen and how, then put a valuation on a number of relatively large scale projects every year. These management actions are also economic drivers.
B.      There needs to be a valuation of the lands the ski areas are ‘giving up’ as to their underlying potential for development vs what they are receiving. Are the lands they are giving up truly develop-able and to what degree? That information should be made available to the 
public.
Transportation
In the Cottonwood Canyons scenario on page 2, it implies that if the Ski Areas make the land swap, “ a mountain rail system which would provide reliable, fast, unique and marketable transit to the resorts and to major dispersed recreation access points.”
First, this implies the mountain rail system would be built, even though that alternative has not yet been fully vetted through the NEPA process or other necessary land management decisions. It implies we have already backed ourselves into a corner promising the Ski Areas 
something that may not come to be. Does this mean that if the rail system proposal were dropped, we are back to the drawing board regarding land swaps with the ski areas?
Planning
Also in the Cottonwood Canyons scenario (same page),  #5 states that the ski area propose and benefit from  ~ 416 acres in American Fork Canyon. There are many issues with this statement
1)      This is too broad as to what could happen here, even though the area of American Fork Canyon is not in the boundaries of the Mountain Accord.
2)      This is the type of proposal flies in the face of the purpose of the Mountain Accord process– the process is to avoid doing things piecemeal in our Wasatch Mountains.
3)      It makes an underlying statement that anything outside the Mountain Accord Boundary doesn’t affect the Wasatch Mountains, which is a dire misunderstanding.  
4)      Unless the Mountain Accord wishes to expand its planning boundaries, this type of proposal should be off limits at this time.
Further, the multitude of mining claims/mineral rights(?) in the midst of the Canyons leaves too many unknown possibilities in terms of building, private ownership, and land uses to be able to intelligently move forward. It would be good to know 1) whether those lands are 
develop-able 2) whether the owners of the mining claims been contacted or not and/or whether they had any input (or at least a percentage of the owners that have been contacted).
Side note:
The ad for Staker Parsons at the end of the Wasatch Choices 2040 publication is distasteful. The notation of thanks at the beginning of the document should have sufficed, as Staker Parsons now appears to have a very strong conflict of interest.

4/30/2015



A transportation only Gondola or Aerial Tram with stops in the towns of Park City, Brighton and Alta; combined with additional bus service to the Cottonwoods (including the dedicated bus lane in little cottonwood canyon), would best serve the needs of accommodating 
growing traffic into the canyons while mitigating environmental impacts and preserving the current balanced recreational opportunities in the central Wasatch Mtns. 
Limiting stops to the towns of Park City, Brighton and Alta without opening ski runs between the resorts would meet the transportation needs of inter-canyon travelers while preserving the backcountry recreational opportunities for skiers, snowmobilers, helicopter skiers, 
snowcat skiers and snow shoeing hikers. 
Going over the mountains rather than through them (i.e. like in tunnels) provides a very scenic ride through the heart of the Wasatch that displays all of Utah’s great winter recreational activities in one ride.  A gondola also allows vacationing skiers in the cottonwoods to travel 
to Park City for shopping and dining without having to ski their way over to Park City and then back to the Cottonwoods.  A gondola makes it easier to carry purchases back to their hotels in the Cottonwoods (impractical to do while skiing). A gondola is preferred to an Aerial 
Tram as it allows riders to sit during the ride and is continuously picking up riders so they don’t have a significant wait time for a ride.

4/30/2015

I have grown up part of my life in Utah, I was educated in Utah, I own a home in Park City and I have been an avid skiier in Utah for three decades.  I fully support improved transportation and connectivity between the resorts. I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow 
connectivity and I support improved transportation to and from Utah's ski resorts.
I lived in europe for three years and I skiied frequently in the alps and I saw what an amazing thing their system was and what it did for both people who lived there and people who visited there.  This would be amazing for Utah residents and visitors by making things go faster, 
more convenient, safer, and in many ways more enjoyable.
Let’s do this!!!

4/30/2015

Our wild places are precious, limited, holy and rare and must be preserved in as close to their original form as possible so as to ensure that we and all future generations can continue to experience the joy of spiritual, emotional and physical renewal received from spending 
time in such places of pristine beauty. Limit the resorts to their present "footprint"; there is more than adequate space existing for the developed areas; any additional development would only line the pockets of a few, while compromising what is, again, holy and precious to 
thousands -- ultimately, tens or hundreds of thousands -- of others. Thank you.

4/30/2015

Why have a train system?
It's not flexible.
It can't be detoured.
It can't go over uneven tracks.
I opt for a wider roadway up the canyons that will allow both cyclists and drivers not fear one another.  Let's add a few more parking lots or safer off the side parking.
I'd ride the bus to my favorite trailhead if the bus driver would stop and pickup at places that are 'flag down' stops.  Expand the bus coverage please.  Give bus drivers permission for flag down stops and unmarked stop stops.
Use the flex-trans buses when the numbers aren't high for full sized buses.
I am an avid back country hiker.  I get an estimated 200 to 400 miles of hiking on many of the same trails in the tri-canyons.  Last year I hiked the Appalachian Trail.  In some of the heavier over night areas let's try mouldering (sp) privys to protect the landscape from butt 
flowers.  Not everyone packs out used tp.  Also why not try setting up some designated camp sites like around Lake Blanche &  Desolation Lake.
I am not for the expansion of developement.  I don't want to see a back country tram connecting ski resorts.  Why not look into maintained cat tracks?
I want to see the areas around the ski resorts protected from expansion.  Who the hell approved Snowbird's concrete summit bunker?  Get that Damn piece of rubbish off the summit!  It ruins my skyline view of the prestigious Wasatch Mountains.
Instead of expanding winter activities why not add to the summer and hip seasonal activities?  Winters are getting shorter.  The snow, well, look at the last 3 winters, blah.
I want to see the watershed protections expanded.  If the ground can't absorb the water it runs off. 

4/30/2015

As a former resident of Utah who returns frequently for skiing and hiking opportunities in the Wasatch, it is important to me that the environment and local needs take precedence over those of developers and corporations, particularly those from out-of-state who are only 
seeking to double or triple their profits by ruining prime backcountry ski areas with mega-ski lifts, trash, buildings, or even proposing ridiculous things like roller coasters. Roller coasters belong at Lagoon, not at a ski resort. The people who come to the Wasatch, particularly the 
Cottonwood Canyons, come to enjoy the outdoors, the wildflowers, the rugged peaks, the fabulous snow, and the great hiking. The people who live in the Salt Lake Valley deserve access to clean water, clean air, and unspoiled PUBLIC lands. The Wasatch allows people from all 
walks of life to enjoy the outdoors for a variety of activities, even though some developers would like to limit that to wealthy people only. 
One reason I no longer live in Utah is the air quality. After a second bout of pneumonia caused by a nearly month-long inversion one winter in the Cache Valley, it was time to find some cleaner air. Nothing is worse than coming down from a gorgeous, sunny day of skiing at 
Alta, only to see the low brown cloud hanging over the Salt Lake Valley, and feeling the temperature drop as your vehicle is enveloped by the muck. I have used the ski bus when possible, and feel additional parking and more frequent trips would increase my usage. I would 
also be perfectly happy to leave my car at the bottom of the canyon for hiking if I had access to a shuttle that ran frequently to the various trailheads. Although I frequently hike with a group and we do make an effort to car pool, it is clear the usage of the canyon areas is 
increasing and we often cannot find parking. Transit for the Wasatch is important.
I think the Blueprint is a balanced plan for the current and future use of the Wasatch.

4/30/2015

Thank you for working through this process. The proposed blueprint obviously  represents  much hard work by many people.
Some quick conclusions:
- Watershed protection is paramount.
- Use of the Wasatch Mountains is already skyrocketing. More and improved access points and interconnected trails are overdue.
- Better mass transit is a must. However, the proposed train system seems very invasive and extremely expensive, and would be underutilized for decades. Regular, reliable bus service and restrictions (higher costs) for private vehicles seem like a better alternative.
- The transportation nodes in Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons would create overwhelming pressure for more development. Isn't this what we are trying to avoid?
- Ski areas expansion plans should stop. New development should be limited to the current existing footprints of the resorts. One Wasatch should Not be implemented.
- Wilderness or National Monument protection should be seriously considered for the entire Wasatch range.
- Economic development should be emphasized in the cities and towns, not in the mountains.
I am looking forward to the continuing Mountain Accord process.

4/30/2015

I am responding to the Mountain Accord Proposed Blueprint.  I would like to speak out against providing transportation connections between Alta and Brighton, and Brighton and Park City.  I believe that providing those connections would only benefit the downhill skiers and 
impact the backcountry skiers, hikers, boarders, snowshoers and lovers of nature. Ski lift or train connections would certainly impact the beauty and serenity of Wasatch ridges, saddles, passes, and views.  I have been using the Central Wasatch Mountains summer and winter 
for years. My family had a cabin on the Brighton Loop and I spent many summers in Brighton as a child.  I remember hiking and back country skiing to Lake Solitude before the Solitude Ski Resort was built. I remember the beautiful shady forests, large trees, and wild flowers 
that lined the trail. I have hiked the trail many times since the resort was built and looked at the scarred mountain sides that have not recovered since the construction. I realize that we can’t go back to those old days, but, we can preserve the back country that we have left. 
We can preserve an environment that gives exercise, adventure, joy, beauty and peace of mind to all recreationists year round.
What can we do about the transportation bottle necks that occur and will occur as our population grows? I know we will miss our cars. We hike and snowshoe year round in the Wasatch and always attempt to carpool to our destinations. I would propose the use of clean fuel 
buses and restrictions on car use in the canyon. This has worked well in our National Parks. However, we would need buses that stop at various trailheads up and down the canyons in addition to the buses that take you to the resorts.
Let’s not over develop our Central Wasatch to a point that it will lose it characteristic beauty and serenity that is its uniqueness. It not a place for amusements parks, private villas, outlet malls, etc. It is a place for all of us to enjoy its beauty year round and for generations to 
come.

4/30/2015

Thank you for all of your hard work and for the opportunity to comment on your blueprint.  Most of your conclusions are sound, in particular the suggestion to improve the trail system, to implement land swaps, and to preserve the wild nature of the Wasatch Mountains.  
Your transportation plan, however, leaves much to be desired.
I am a 37-year resident of Park City who lived in Salt Lake for 8 years before that.  In 1976 Alexis Kelner and I wrote "Wasatch Tours, A Ski Touring Guide to the Wasatch Front".  We republished the book in the mid 90's and observed at that time that a large number of beginner 
and intermediate ski tours had been taken over by ski area expansion.  In the past 20 years, that trend has continued.
With that in mind, I have great concerns that your transportation plan would almost totally eliminate the remaining moderate backcountry skiing options in the tri-canyon area.  A train connection between the Cottonwood canyons would allow skiers to start out at any of the 
local resorts, ski the side country, then catch a train back to where they started.  Your plan provides great benefit for the ski areas and tourists who visit from around the world, but it gives little or nothing to the locals.  Much more balance is needed.
I would support improved bus transportation in the Cottonwood canyons, and to Park City via I-80.  Creating special bus lanes up the canyons seems like a good alternative.  A multi-billion dollar taxpayer-funded train makes little sense.

4/30/2015

Please tally my as opposed to the train, etc. and blue print of the Mt. Accord. 4/30/2015
Having skied in several interconnected European resorts, I definitely see the enthusiasm of multiple resort access however, we must be over diligent in assessing the impact of increasing the resorts footprint.
-Decreasing the amount of individual automobile traffic up the canyons or over Parleys into the PC area is paramount. Whether it’s by train or by bus, it needs to happen / on the flip side adding increased, convenient and affordable mass transit to the canyons and the PC area 
posses an increase in skier days or general activity thus creating potential overuse of existing facilities (long lift lines, overcrowding, etc)
-Overcrowding will increase pressure for resorts to expand their footprint or set capacity limits enabling or requiring resorts to significantly increase user fees. This in turn may drive an increase of backcountry usage. Working to find a balance between development and 
preservation is, of course, the goal, but please consider minimizing the potential impact any decisions may bear consequences on the one asset we can preserve in perpetuity; the Central Wasatch Back!

4/30/2015



After moving to Utah in 2009, I found that the backcountry skiing here is what made me stay, and is what I love most about the Wasatch. To me this is what makes the Wasatch feel like home. As a student at Westminster College, and retired U.S. Ski Team member, I can think 
of no greater loss to the state of Utah than more intrusion in to the backcountry. The educational and recreational value of the Wasatch needs to be recognized for what it is, the greatest playground anyone could have in their back yard. More development of the backcountry 
to me means the destruction of opportunity for future generations of skiers. Please recognize that we have a resource that is unlike anywhere in the world, and this area is most valuable to Utah if it is protected and left undeveloped.

4/30/2015

My husband, Colter, and I moved to Utah from California four years ago in large part because of its amazing mountains and abundant snow.  We wanted to live in a place where we could make backcountry experiences part of our weekly, if not daily, life.  We wanted our 
children to grow up knowing what it's like to ski off piste and hike in the wilderness.  So, we boxed everything up, loaded up the uHaul and drove toward the Wasatch.  We bought a house and enrolled our kids in the public schools.  We upgraded from Avalung packs to airbag 
packs, got lighter skis, and bought a topo of the Wasatch.  We are here to stay and we want to know our mountains.  We got passes to Alta for the first two winters as Utahns, Snowbird for the second two, but we've easily doubled our resort days with those spent in the 
backcountry.
We are concerned with the current proposed balance of land use, as it feels slanted toward development and away from preservation.  The ultimate goal should be to allow equal access to the Wasatch for all user groups, including human-powered.  The current blueprint over 
emphasizes lift- and tram-accessed terrain.
We are excited about the possibility of protecting the ridge line between Emma's and Mt. Superior as this is prime backcountry terrain.  However, Alta's plans to develop a lift up Tuscarora create high impact in another coveted wilderness area.  Grizzly Gulch is such a great 
place for beginners and families to hone their backcountry skills with relatively low risk and easy access.  In addition, Solitude's proposed Honeycomb Canyon lift threatens the wilderness character of Silver Fork Canyon.
We hope that our children will have the opportunity to ski in wilderness areas as well as at the resorts.  They are only 6 and 8, so we have yet to take them into the backcountry, but we have bought lift tickets for them at Alta, Snowbird, Solitude, Brighton, and The Canyons.  
We cannot imagine a scenario in which the current resort offerings would fail to meet our desire for groomed runs and lift-assisted skiing.  Were the resorts to expend unhindered into the current backcountry terrain, however, it becomes easy to envision an environment in 
which there are no backcountry experiences to be had in our local mountains.  That would be a sad day for our family.
With the possible exception of the dedicated bus lane, we are not in favor of any of the proposed transportation options from a wilderness point of view (we always carpool whenever we are headed into the backcountry).  Any efforts to enhance connectivity between ski 
resorts, such as tunnels at the head of the canyons or an aerial tramway seem like a bad idea for several reasons. First of all, they denigrate a relatively small area of wilderness by turning it into a virtual highway, interrupting the visual, auditory and olfactory purity of that 
backcountry environment. Second, it is an awful lot of money to spend on something that will undoubtedly see very few users, especially once skiers learn how much valuable skiing time is wasted traversing between resorts. Third, we do not fully understand the impact of 
these routes, whether above ground or below, on the wildlife and watershed.  Finally, these options would only serve to feed the coffers of the connected resorts and should therefore be funded by those corportations that would reap the benefit of their use, and not tax-payer 
dollars.  An LCC train line is attractive not as a supplement to, but as a replacement for the current road, if and only if it allows for dispersed use.
In addition to the funding of future transportation options, we are concerned about the fragility of the watershed and the potential impact of any development upon it.  It looks as though the resorts are already receiving access to additional water resources in order to make 
early-season snow.  Let's hope that this is where their exploitation of our precious resource ends.
Finally, we are happy to see that the plan includes proposals around expanded summertime trail networks.  We look forward to exploring these trails with our family.  
Thank you for all the work on this critical plan, and for your consideration of all points of view.

4/30/2015

The Mountain Accord initiative is an ambitious and complicated process.  I appreciate the efforts of the Mountain Accord staff and members.  I volunteered countless hours as an Environmental System member.
My observations are that the proposed Blueprint is heavily tilted towards development over preservation.  This is not to discount the suggested land protections and conservation proposals.
Public opinion over the years consistently supports more conservation and less development in the Central Wasatch.  This sentiment is not present in the current proposal.  Private industry/landowners that choose to do business in the watershed are beholden to the strict 
rules that come with operating in such a venue.  General public support (not just recreationists) is needed for increasing commerce and development in the canyons – and this is not demonstrable in any form of general public polling. 
On the whole, commercial industry wants and gets:
 -Resort expansion
 -Base development
 -Water for development
 -Water for snowmaking
 -Subsidized mass transit
 -Interconnected resorts
The conservation community gets protections of some important tracts of lands, but at an imbalanced cost to the community at large (see list above).
The outcome of the current Blueprint, if it comes to fruition, is excessive crowding and impact to the canyons.
I would suggest the following recommendations to balance the Blueprint.  
1. Retain all suggested open land protections, including Grizzly Gulch-Catherines         
    Pass.
2. No resort expansion beyond current boundaries and NO interconnect- of any type (Tunnels and aerial lifts included).
In exchange for these protections, the resorts get water for snowmaking and modest base development (to be determined, but with strict controls and no more parking lots).  In addition, mass transit needs a visionary improvement.
Mass transit should be improved with the goal of decreasing private automobile use.  The resorts and their patrons are the main beneficiaries of such a system. Attempting to re-think the bus system is an appropriate next step towards upgrading mass transit.  Using snowsheds 
and utilizing efficient and dynamic capacity models would be a logical next step.  Convenience and more cost-effective than driving a car is necessary for long term success of the system.
In conclusion, the revised blueprint must shift towards more protections of the Central Wasatch if the public concedes water rights, base development, and the impacts of an improved mass transit system

4/30/2015

I am against any destruction of Little Cottonwood Canyon for extra Lanes for Busses or for a Train. Increased Bus service is the best and cheapest plan. 4/30/2015
It is not acceptable to even consider paving more Lanes up Little Cottonwood Canyon or run a Train up it!
The best solution is Increased Bus service up existing road would not destroy the Canyon and would be inexpensive.
All Employees but top management of Ski Resorts, must be required to take the Bus.
The road 210 is Not a dangerous road according the Data. The Population growth will be very limited in Salt Lake Valley, most growth will occur in Utah Valley. The Blueprint seems devised to facilitate Land being taken from the public to benefit wealthy Ski Resort owners.

4/30/2015

There are many positive aspects of the Mountain Accord proposal and it’s against my nature to dwell on the negative but there are some flaws that need to be improved.
Cottonwood Canyons Scenario:
The Economy System Group calls for growth in destination-based travel and tourism.  Alta Ski Area boundaries are proposed to stay fixed (it is the only one of the 7 resorts that can’t expand).  If this process will set ski area boundaries once and for all I support Alta expansion; 
either in Grizzly Gulch or from Twin Lakes Pass south along the Patsy Marley ridge to Catherine’s Pass.
As initially configured the Alta portion of the land exchange seems in lieu of ski area boundary expansion and seems disproportionate.  The size of this exchange creates the potential to change the business model from skiing and ski related services to one based on real estate.  
I support the Alta Ski Lift Company gaining control of the property on which their structures are built and a modest additional amount for services related to transit oriented visitors but oppose a transfer that includes the whole 160 acres that would make Alta a target for 
development even with the good intentions of the current owners. The Town has retained its openness in large part due to the Forest Service’s bias to protect and resist change.  Massive private ownership with a Return on Investment approach would intrinsically change the 
character of Alta.
Transportation:
Of the 5 Proposed Alternatives 4 are either train or bus through a tunnel to BCC.  The 5th is System management (with incentives for transit and disincentives for cars but nothing about improving the road, reducing avalanche hazards, etc).
There are 14 “Corridor Purposes” that seemed crafted in favor of trains (and grudgingly bus) but it doesn’t address transfer from auto to transit in the valley (but acknowledges it is Multi-Modal) and uses a 1 hour metric to measure success (currently is the failure rate more 
than 10% for the year?).
In who’s mind and since when did LCC/Alta become a corridor rather than a destination?
I don’t think there is anyone that believes that the road will be retired (replaced entirely by a train or BRT) so I’m concerned that a train first plan will prevent smaller and easier improvements in the short term.  I favor upgrading aspects of the current road while adding a 
reversible flow lane for transit to provide an alternative to single occupant vehicles.  I am not opposed to moving forward with procuring a right of way for a new alignment for future transit but this should not be the primary goal at this time. 

4/30/2015

Keep as much of the wasatch front undeveloped as possible.  4/30/2015
The more trafficked the Wasatch gets, whether cars/buses/trams/people the less attractive they, the Wasatch, and Salt Lake become. When its all just another subdivision, there is less allure,  less solitude when you go there. There’s enough room for everyone now, but more 
pressure will taint the experience for everyone. Keep the Wasatch the jewel it is. Land swaps to minimize commercial footprints, no ski area expansion, limit traffic or increase transit with low carbon footprint techniques. Be conservative, preserve!

4/30/2015



Hello,
I recently just moved to Utah a few weeks ago. I have been dreaming up this move from the east coast to here for many years now.When I heard about this blueprint, I was very disappointed in all of the people who want to destroy the Wasatch. Get over yourselves and the 
money that it could make this state. Stop always thinking about money and enjoy the pure beauty of the mountains.Obviously you people don't have a love for the mountains, shame on you. The reason I moved here is because I am a backcountry skier and I want to be able to 
enjoy the Wasatch Mountain Range for many years to come. Also it is the WATER SHED for many people. What else is there more to say, it is the fucking WATER SHED! Do you realize where we live? Do we want to be like California? Don't destroy the mountains or the state of 
Utah, leave it alone and keep it's natural beauty! We backcountry skiers are going to take you down as well as all the other people who love to enjoy all the activities the mountains have to offer year round. 
FUCK THE MOUNTAIN ACCORD BLUEPRINT 


4/30/2015

Dear Mountain Accord,
Thanks for the time and effort developing the alternatives presented.
My comments primarily concern transportation in the Cottonwood Canyons. The bottom line is the need to develop a vision for transportation that serves the needs of the Cottonwoods for the next 100 years and beyond.
 I've had the opportunity to use the train to Zermatt, Switzerland as well as other mass transit systems in Europe and Japan to access skiing. They all work quite well. Zermatt is a wonderful ski town with no downside to not having cars. In my opinion it can be model of how the 
Cottownwoods can be sustainably developed for generations to come. 
Additionally, I've had the opportunity to use the gondola transportation system between the towns of Mountain Village and Telluride for a number of years in all seasons. For a short distance transportation system it works quite well and could be a model for linking Big and 
Little Cottonwood Canyons.
The use of individual cars for transportation in these canyon is an anachronism of the 20th century. A mass transit system that is sustainable for the next 100 years  is essential.

4/30/2015

No. To everything. No more, ski lifts, not more "cabins", no more roads, no trains, no tunnels, no more power lines, no more gondolas, no more restaurants, no more stores. No, to everything. 
- Skier, hiker, backpacker, camper, and mountain lover. 


4/30/2015

This is absolutely a horrible idea. I've lived by this canyon my whole life. Watched it grow from a small ski area to an international ski area. The crowds come and go. But the canyon has seen enough changes and this idea of putting a light rail up the canyon would destroy so 
many good things. 
Leave it alone. Figure out better parking in the canyon. Possible a parking lot just west of entry 1. 
There are only a handful of days when additional parking is warranted. Otherwise the crowds are handled just fine. 
Quit wasting money on unwanted ideas from outsiders  


4/30/2015

Hello, Just a few more last comments on this subject.  This whole process has been a joke I feel. If we live in a democracy, why don't we just have a popular vote, statewide to see what the PEOPLE think, not the powers that be. It seems that the folks with the money will 
eventually get their ways for their profit while people who recreate on our public lands will suffer losing prime cuts of our sacred backcountry that is already too crowded most days.  The train up Little Cottonwood, over to Park City then the airport is a good idea, I think other 
than the environmental impacts. But, it will cost alot of $$ and no one will ride it April thru December, and unless there is a parking fee at the resorts or a fee to get in the canyon alot of folks won't use it and see it as an inconvenience. If we want all involved to have an equal 
input it must be put on the ballot and voted on. Please don't let people with financial interests pay people off who can make these decisions for us. Thanks and have a great day. Joe Day

4/30/2015

To Whom It May Concern:
On behalf of the School for International Expedition Training, a registered Utah 501(c)3, I would like to share our position on the land use of the Wasatch Backcountry. 
Overall, we feel that conserving and protecting as much land as possible is extremely important for environmental, economic and recreational reasons. We feel that the protection of the Superior Ridgeline, starting in the Twin Peaks Wilderness should extend as far eastward as 
possible and with the most protection possible. We feel that the current Blueprint places too much emphasis on development and not enough on preservation of the environment and human powered recreation.
• We do not support an interconnection project between BCC and LCC and/or PC, including tunnels.  
• We feel strongly that the Grizzly Gulch area must be preserved and kept intact so that human powered recreation continues to be an enjoyable opportunity for generations to come.
• We do not favor the expansion of ski area boundaries, especially those that impact the uphill traffic of human powered recreation. 
• We support land transfers and land swaps, from private to protected public land, that help protect what's left of human powered recreation areas.
Transportation: 
In general, we support development of low cost, low impact transportation system in the Wasatch. We support a bus-based transportation system as outlined in the Wasatch Backcountry Alliance / Winter Wildlands Alliance's comments on the Mountain Accord's Blueprint 
(http://wasatchbackcountryalliance.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/Blueprint_CommentsWithAppendices_WBAWWA_4_14_15.pdf ), Transportation Alternatives appendix C; that is, 
• We support high quality/capacity bus systems in the LCC and BCC area but without a connection to PC
• We support the use of clean fuel in all busses
• We feel that more information needs to be gathered before trains are considered in the canyons, particularly the issues outlined on page C-7 to 8 of the aforementioned WBA/WWA document
• We support incentives for carpooling and disentives for single occupancy vehicles
• We support increased parking at the base of BCC and LCC
• We support an express but that makes no more than 2 stops between the mouth and head of each canyon
• We do not support year-round use of Guardsman Pass Rd
Thank you for taking the time to read our thoughts. 


4/30/2015

The blueprint should include a broader scope for sustainable economic development to go alongside the purpose of preservation of the watershed and natural environment. Look what has been done in the mountains of Switzerland for a good example. 4/30/2015

The beauty of our canyons must be preserved.  Once they have been tampered with, they can never be restored to what they are today.  Please allow nature to be fully appreciated without human interference.  We  love our mountains and find peace there.  Please do not take 
that away from so many citizens of this state.

4/30/2015

I believe the Mountain Accord process seems very specific in terms of transit options, but I feel there is very little substance to other areas, specifically measures for environmental protection for watershed lands and for open space preservation. I do not feel there is a balance 
for these areas, I feel it is more heavily weighted and planned for the transportation measures for ski area access.  
I do not believe it has adequate information on the impact on watershed, water resource, wildlife habitat, and natural characteristics for public lands. 
I think there is a need for additional public transportation to meet growing use and increase in population.  I do feel however that the transit options over to Park City from the Cottonwoods seem excessive and driven by ski area interest, and not necessary to meet a broader 
public need for a variety of recreational pursuits.  I feel the population they would serve is small and disproportionate to such a large impact to the natural environment, and if it would entail a large tax payer expense.    I feel the impact to the wild character of these lands and 
the watershed quality would be detrimentally impacted through these connections    

4/30/2015

Thank you for all the work on this project. It is certainly better to have a plan then to go forward without one. I am very much opposed to tying together the tops of the canyons any more then they already are. I oppose any tunnels, trains or above ground solutions. I believe all 
of these have unacceptable implications for water, wildlife and quality of recreation.The current bus system should be improved to help address transport. In 2004 there were 40 buses a day arriving at Alta before 2PM. The last few years there have been 18. Buses can provide 
much more flexibility in meeting demand  and can integrate better with valley transport. Additional ski lockers would make riding the bus more convenient. Spending 100's of millions of dollars on tunnels or trains would create infrastructure that is not flexible and would force 
increased usage to recoup the investment at a time of uncertain climate changes. The money would be better spent widening the existing roads, buying more buses and improving avalanche mitigation.
I am in favor of converting any private land in the canyons back to public. It is likely that the majority of this land was gotten as an unintended consequence of antiquated mining laws and should never have been in private hands. I am in favor of trading it for base area lands as 
long as they are not used to develop additional lodging of any kind. 
Additional lodging in the canyons would only put pressure on increased usage.
I know it is not possible to make everybody happy but the foremost goal must be to preserve what exists as much as possible. Large scale schemes to connect all the ski areas for bragging rights are a blatant attempt to use public money and lands for private gain.  The net 
result would make local ski areas unaffordable for local skiers while bringing in more affluent tourists. Not everything has to get bigger and "better" 
all the time. If transportation issues make it so that tourists don't want to come here to ski then that will help solve the forecast increase in usage. Increasing accessibility will only encourage development for increased usage which will not solve the problem but will destroy 
what you are trying to protect.

4/30/2015

Think about HWY 189 as the way around the mountain, not the Cottonwood Canyons.  It could be just as fast and much, much cheaper. 4/30/2015
TWIMC,
While I appreciate the efforts of all involved and input from the public, I have several concerns which I will touch upon in the comments below. These comments are what I included in the survey(Mtn accord comments 4/30 to survey). Sorry if they seem a bit disjointed.  Many 
thanks for providing this opportunity to all of us!  Please note that I am 63, female, a backcountry and resort user(ski), retired on a fixed income, and caring for a sick husband(cancer).  And I was still able to enjoy a number of backcountry ski days at the top of the Central 
Wasatch and hiking in Millcreek and Emigration Canyon.   If indeed we could be facing an extended drought,  these areas are going to become more precious.  There are many days that one can enjoy relative solitude in many of these areas, but our prime areas of shared use 
could get relatively smaller, and this concerns me.  It's not just about recreation, but what we need to 'survive' in the West.  It's about water and the conversation should start there.  My survey comments are attached.

4/30/2015



The primary concern of the Accord should be to prevent the exploitation of our mountains beyond their ability to accommodate reasonable levels of use. As the population along the Wasatch front rises, the available land and resources do not. Not everyone can stand on the 
summit of Mt. Everest at the same time. Economic interests can maximize compatible utilization but must be constrained by those whose primary responsibility is to preserve the unique aspects of natural Utah's mountains. Abusing the Wasatch front simply because it is 
adjacent to a large city is not wise. Just as we do not want a tram taking us to the bottom of the Grand Canyon, our mountains must not become another Disneyland.

4/30/2015

I have attended community meetings and been apprised of most of the evolving changes to the Accord. I feel that the Mountain Accord has shifted over time from representing my perspective to become something I feel I need to fight against. Development and money seem to 
be trumping all else (big surprise). I listened to representatives of the economic component regale listeners with romantic visions of trains traveling up Little Cottonwood canyon just like in the Alps where "trains are barely noticeable." Disingenuous BS. You can put the whole 
Wasatch is one Alps' drainage; there is no correlation between the two scenarios. Why not be forward thinkers and trend setters for the rest of the world and decide that mountains should be protected for there own merit such that they mustn't necessarily be sources for 
economic gain?  
Expansion of ski resorts is also malarkey. Resorts already are too big to ski in any single day and linking them together and expanding them is simply an exercise in marketing so they can advertise to out of state folks how big they are. No one can actually ski that much terrain 
so the actual skier experience impact is nearly nil. All this development for advertising purposes is ludicrous. Ever been to Solitude? There is no one there! No one in line. No one on the slopes. And they need more room? Hogwash. 
I oppose establishing any mechanical link between the Cottonwoods and Park city or between the Cottonwoods. This is such an obviously slippery slope that will lead to further degradation of the resource, I'm surprised anyone (without profit motives) supports it. 
Trains are too much money. I won't foot the bill for a transportation system designed to enhance resort profits. Buses are cheap, agile, and adaptable. The current bus system is weak sauce and needs revamping. 
I live here because of the Wasatch, primarily the tri-canyons. I spend hundreds of hours in these mountains every year. I hope that the desire for profit doesn't win this time and the needs of the non-monied majority outweigh the powerful interests of the monied few. 

4/30/2015

There are so many parts of this ambitious plan it is hard to see what it is really about, who’s behind it, and what are the positives and negatives. Usually, the best way to understand the goals of a project such as this is to see who is putting the money behind it. From the 
information I have seen, this information is not included. It is important to be transparent with such a large scale project. 
From the standpoint of a property owner in Alta, it would seem that while there are positives in swapping some private land for public land in the vicinity of the present ski area and lodges, it comes with the price of the additional development of a proposed 102 additional 
“units”. Units of what I’m not sure. Rooms? Condos? Houses?
It may well be that the health of the Alta Ski Company is dependent on an increased number of skier days. If that is the case, and the only way to get that is by development, then perhaps the additional 102 units would be acceptable. Otherwise, I would not be in favor of 
additional development.
On the transportation front, getting as many automobiles off the Alta access road as possible is an admirable goal, by bus or rail. The idea of a rail line to Salt Lake is interesting, but the idea of a tunnel through to Brighton and Park City, with the present water problems in Alta 
is a real concern. 
Th  l f Alt  i  th t it h  t b  d l d  T  d l  it i   tt t t   it ld b  t  i  it ’ l  E  ibl  d l t i  d l t

4/30/2015

I wish to make two points. First, I am touching base tonight to add my voice requesting a high priority in our canyons be bicyclist’ safety, and to request cycling safety be made an important part of MA transportation planning in the Central Wasatch. This means incorporating 
paved shoulders providing bicyclists with adequate safety-spacing away from motorists and adding separate paved bike paths where appropriate. Area cyclists love to ride Wasatch Front canyons, but tiny sometimes nonexistent shoulders makes canyon riding hazardous. As 
populations grow, so will canyon cycling densities. Thus, I am requesting canyon transportation planning include bicycling-specific shoulder enhancements and separate paved bike paths where appropriate.
Second, please preserve our watershed; as MA unfolds, please don’t open the door to on-going continuous nibbling away of finite forest lands. The Wasatch National Front is not only a paramount watershed for northern Utah, but it does double-duty as a world-class 
playground for local outdoor enthusiasts and visitors; furthermore, its proximity provides a key differentiating characteristic and an important attribute which makes living adjacent to the Central Wasatch so fantastic, it contributes to our quality of life and manifests itself as an 
important legacy we must preserve for future generations.
Thank you for listening, and thank you for making this channel available

4/30/2015

I have lived on the Wasatch Front for over 40 years. My family and I have enjoyed hiking, skiing and camping in our wonderful mountains. There are few places with similar great alpine terrain close to a metropolitan area.
I am opposed to commercial development our this precious resource.
We do not need tunnels, rail lines or interconnects for ski resorts in the Wasatch.

4/30/2015

I attended a presentation about Mountain Accord at the Salt Lake City library and am familiar with the proposals. The plans for a rail line and possible tunnel from  Alta to Brighton are a real concern and a well organized bus system possibly similar to that at Zion National Park 
should be considered. The land swap of Grizzly Gulch for additional land at ski area bases makes good sense. The presentation attended did not include representatives from the ski industry so I did not hear their proposals but overbuilding in the Cottonwood canyons is a 
concern.

4/30/2015

We strongly object to both the process and substantive conclusions of the Mountain Accord deal.
These comments represent only a few of the many important issues that this proposal raises, in part because of the difficulty of getting good information about what is actually being proposed (and the true cost to taxpayers of that proposal) and because of the shortness of 
the timeline for public comment.  
The report fails to adequately consider alternatives or adequately explain why some alternatives are being excluded from further consideration.
The report fails to adequately consider alternatives or adequately explain why some alternatives are being excluded from further consideration.  For example, one of the most obvious solutions for managing traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon is increasing “bus service in mixed 
traffic up Little Cottonwood Canyon.”   This alternative, however, like many others has gotten short shrift in Mountain Accord’s analysis.
Specifically, the Transportation Purposes and Alternatives Report available on the Mountain Accord website proposes to drop this alternative from further consideration based wholly on a conclusory assertion, with no accompanying analysis or facts, that this alternative 
succeeds only in “reducing avalanche-related risk and delay” and would “fail to meet the other 13 purposes.”  No explanation is given as to why this option would not “reduce auto use and congestion in Little Cottonwood Canyon,” “reduce vehicle emissions in the Cottonwood 
Canyons to improve air quality,” “reduce parking impacts on environment, safety, and economy,” “support land use goals for reduced sprawl and concentrated development,” “improve access and connections for pedestrians and bicyclists,” “protect or enhance the natural and 
scenic resources of the Cottonwood Canyons,” “protect and enhance community character” or any of the other articulated goals for the plan. 
It defies logic to assume that more frequent and better timed bus service, coordinated with bus service schedules throughout the valley, would not decrease auto use, vehicle emissions, and parking demands in Little Cottonwood Canyon.  This failure to grapple fairly with the 
issues at hand suggests a rigged, agenda-driven analysis rather than a careful, fair consideration of potential alternatives.
Moreover, one wonders how the proposed approach “protects watershed health, water supply, and water quality” better than increased busing, given that the negotiated proposal requires providing increased water for culinary purposes to Alta and increased water (in 
unquantified amounts) for snowmaking at the resorts.
Additionally, while Alternative D, Transportation system management alternatives—which “are combinations of incentives for transit use and disincentives to auto use, without adding new transit guideways or expanding roadways”—is mentioned as an alternative that will 
continue to be considered, the Report evinces very little actual consideration of this alternative.  It seems that a deal has already been struck between the existing players (who do not represent all relevant stakeholders) and that other alternatives are falling by the wayside 
without careful study.  There seems to be little actual data in the report, so it seems unlikely that any alternative has received enough consideration to be eliminated from consideration at this stage.  Other alternatives that could be considered include mandatory car pool 
restrictions on canyon-driving during peak winter hours, changing (and potentially extending) the existing passing lane into a middle traffic lane that could serve uphill traffic only during morning peak hours and downhill traffic only during the afternoon peak hours, etc.
The report also fails to prioritize the many listed goals in any meaningful way and assumes that increased tourism in the Canyons is an unmitigated good.
No sense of relative priority is given and the report fails to explain, for example, why creating a unique “traveler experience” in the canyon should be given equal weight with reducing congestion and parking demands.  Relatedly, the report also assumes that increasing tourism 
in the Canyons is an unqualified good without any explanation for why that is so.
The proposed deal will sacrifice Little Cottonwood Canyon by transforming it into a transportation corridor and will destroy much of its natural environment, appeal, and beauty.  
It would be one thing to build a rail line if there were no existing road, as such infrastructure might be necessary to allow Utahns to access and enjoy the canyons.  However, doubling up on infrastructure in the canyon unnecessarily destroys the natural environment and 
beauty of the Canyon.  Doubling up on infrastructure will likely stress the natural environment and may threaten existing species, wildlife corridors, watersheds, and other natural conditions.
The proposed deal represents an elitist plan for the Canyons that will benefit only a small number of Utahns at potentially tremendous cost both to average recreational users and taxpayers.
One of the primary focuses of the deal is to preserve “backcountry areas for dispersed recreation,” a goal which benefits a vanishingly small percentage of Utah residents.  Only about 7% of Utahns ski and the number that have the time, training, and resources to backcountry 
ski is much smaller.
Yet, in order to benefit the admittedly small (“dispersed”) number of people who can take advantage of backcountry skiing, the proposal sacrifices the beauty enjoyment of the lower part of the canyon – the part that Utahns likely access most frequently, including trails like the 
Quarry Trail along Little Cottonwood Canyon.
For most Utahns, the Canyons are a journey and an experience, and destination resorts like the ski-resorts are largely beside the point.  Utahns love their canyons for the ability to hike with their families on trails that can be accessed from the valley quickly and for other similar 

   

4/30/2015

I’m in favor of improving transportation to and from the resorts and to enabling skiers to ski from one resort to the others.

Let’s get the mountain accord done!

5/1/2015



    The railroad can only be of one kind to tackle the canyon grades; a Swiss-style rack railway, as have existed in Switzerland for over 100 years, powered by overhead electric wires, just like UTA's TRAX light rail system and the S-line streetcar.  The huge environmental 
advantage of an electric line on mountain grades is "regenerative braking".  The traction motors on the locomotives are switched to reverse polarity on their downgrade runs, acting both as a braking mechanism, as well as shooting electric current back into the overhead power 
source wires.  This reduces electric power consumption in a way that TRAX and S-line can.                  The railroad/transit company organized to build and operate the Little Cottonwood mountain railroad con only succeed if it is a stand-alone enterprise, totally  "separate and 
apart" from the Utah Transit Authority.  Hiring for project and management positions would have to be not only national, but international.  It would have to be a corporation with a completely different, better c orporate culture, management practices, and attitude then UTA.  
Although its core business will be people public transportation like UTA, the L.C. mountain railroad will have to be, by the very nature of its territory, topography, and service clientel/stakeholders, a "different beast".  And that's the say it is in Switzerland, one of the single-
most, best-served-by-rail-transportation countries in the world.  The Swiss national rail network is world-renowned for how it operates "like clockwork"  "You canset your watch by the arrival and departure of the trains" is a world-famous expression about Swiss rail service.  It 
is a mix of state-owned, public, and private railways, track of standard and narrow gauges, mostly 2-rail routes, but tracks with a toothed rack as amiddle rail for drop-down pinion drives in the locomotives for the steep-grade routes.                             The Little 
Cottonwood/Trans Wasatch railroad, being the only public access to the L.C. canyon, would also carry freight and supplies.  Among its rail car fleet would be baggage cars; box cars; flat cars for carrying (1)shipping containers, (2) road vehicles, and (3) open utilitarian loads; 
gondolas/hoppers for bulk materials.  In other words, the hotels, restaurants, resorts, stores, and private residences in Little Cottonwood Canyon would receive all their supplies by rail timely, fully=-functional fashion just like limited-access locations not just in Switzerland, but 
in other parts of the world.                           With an operating line all the way to the "Wasatch 
back", the over-the-mountain east-slope communities, there is the potential for "reverse commuting", a "back haul" market.  I had my eyes opened wide, made very aware of this by attending the Park City Open House.  Park city area residents are quite concerned aboput the 
possible increased flow of Wasatch Front visitors to their Wasatch Back.                                                                                                                                                                                        

5/1/2015

I am 100% against any tunnels through cottonseed canyon , or any other sections of the Wasatch mountain range. Growth in the area has become such a cluster of  .  People,  construction, etc. Traffic in park city is a joke. If we want that much growth we would move to the 
east or west coast. 
Connecting all the resorts together is crazy.  It takes away the charm and character of each individual resort. 
Now that Vail has arrived,  life in park city as we know it is over.... I miss the days not so long ago when it was fun to reside in the area. 
Wildlife is disappearing before our very eyes! Every nook and cranny of the Wasatch range is becoming over run with huge ugly mansion that are occupied maybe 30 days out of a year.
More restaurants, shops. Parking lots.. all over priced and over rated... all for the almighty dollar.   
Please stop with all the commercial junk that keeps popping up ..
I feel a connection up cottonwood would only harm our back country, wildlife and our water, , just to name a few. 
When is enough going to be enough ?
We are slowly killing everything we all love,,, the mountains.   
To imagine the mountain range with tunnels and trams is very sad indeed.  
What about the wildlife? ? That is there home. The tourists and the wealthy have enough already.  
It is frightening to imagine how the area will look in the near future.  It saddens me to think we would flush the wonder of the back country for the sake of skiing and the tourist industry.  
I am seriously considering  leaving the area.  This is all out of control. .!!
It's stopped being fun, it is a giant cluster of tourism.  
Look what happened to Colorado! !.
Welcome to the new Colorado folks!
All for Greed. Skiing is NOT the only thing that keeps the wheels turning. .
Please  STOP THIS MADNESS! 

5/1/2015

Hello, 
I support improved transportation to/from Utah's ski resorts.
Here is why: 
** ski area connectivity would help Utah’s economy
** ski area connectivity would be fun
** ski area connectivity would help Utah compete with other ski regions
** improved transportation would make my trip to the ski areas safer
** improved transportation would make my trip to the ski areas faster
** improved transportation would make my trip to the ski areas more convenient
Thank you for considering our voice and opinion! 

 

5/1/2015

Regarding Mountain Accord:
The Wasatch tri canyon is a relative small Mountain area with some great and unique features.  It is getting loved to death they do not need further crowd promotion. It provides unique close access for numerous outdoor recreation activities.  The biggest uniqueness factor is a 
wilderness/natural mountain escape from the urban crowd, noise, and pollution found below and that the canyons are not transportation through ways.  It also is the primary source of some of best urban water around.
Thus the Mtn Accord plan should have a stronger plan/tone towards preservation, environmental, water, and people capacity management.
The State, Salt Lake County, Salt Lake City, would be much better served long term working towards developing other recreation alternatives and especially locations that would relieve some of the natural and growing use pressure on the Tri-Canyons. 
The Cottonwood canyons access was a factor in me first coming to Utah for college in 1980.  I went to Denver for work following Grad school in ’87.  The close access of the Cottonwood canyons was a significant factor in returning to Utah in 2002.  I purchased my first 
backcountry ski set up from Charlie Sturgis in ’81 when he was at Wasatch touring.  I’d love to have back the Wasatch that existed in the early and mid eighties……….not reality.
I also have enjoyed the ski resorts.  I don’t want them to go away but I also don’t want them to expand.  They have benefited greatly from public lands use but shouldn’t be or feel entitled to continue expanding.  The canyons are exploited enough.
April 16, 2015 experienced the headaches of traffic and parking for skiing in the canyons.  However, the worst part of the experience that day was waiting 45+minutes on the Snowbird plaza for a lift ticket.   Snowbird, try fixing your service before further canyon development.
A unique character and draw of the canyons is that they are essentially deadends for traffic.  There should not be development of through traffic in the canyons.  There should be investment and development of better public transport from PC to SLC through Parleys for year 
round need.  Better UTA transport from the valley to and up the canyons.
Cog rail would be needed up the canyon, not light rail.  This seems ludicrously destructive, inflexible, and expensive just so Snowbird can feel like Zermatt.  It seems like buses could be much cheaper, flexible to all users and adaptable to technological transportation 
improvements.  
Use of the canyons should not become elitist and expensive for the general public.  The greatest growth in use has been alternatives to lift served skiing.  It used to be illegal to leave the resort for backcountry skiing, now it is promoted.  But there is not corresponding open 
access for users in the resort boundaries. Lift served access beyond the area boundaries should again become restricted.
I think the idea of land exchanges in exchange for some further development of existing ski bases is a good idea only if it includes important pieces like Grizzly gulch.
Why is there not any discussion about helicopter use in the canyons.  It is a huge detriment to the backcountry experience.  Everyone should experience the difference of a peaceful quite nature tour through the drainages versus what it sounds like with a helicopter buzzing 
around.
Keep the water pure.

5/1/2015

As a native of Salt Lake and a long term member of Save our Canyons, it is fair to say an open conversation with the public on the future of the Wasatch and the canyons that make it is over due.
My comment is simple.  The less development the better.  The existing Forest Service leases and amount of private property is just fine the way it is.  The "Connect Concept" is unnecessary, they connect all ready for those who take the effort.
Traffic is difficult and will remain difficult.  The UTA and private limo services' have done much to improve it.  I believe improvement on that level remains available.
The best answer for these mountains is to leave them alone and work on improved public transport systems.
Thank you for this opportunity to share my thoughts

5/1/2015



I am a 59 year old attorney.   I’ve worked @ a downtown law firm in SLC for 34 years.   I spend my weekends skiing/hiking/biking in the Wasatch.  That is why I live here.  Striking a balance between development and conservation in hard.   I make two comments : 
1.        With my friends & peers,  winter use is shifting from resort skiing to side country and back country skiing.   This is not what the resort operators want to hear, but my sense is the growth in winter use  will  not be conventional resort skiing. 
2.        In making the choice whether to develop wild places, I feel the burden is on the developer to show a compelling justification.   Because the decision is so permanent :  wilderness lost cannot be re-claimed; its lost forever.   Doubts should be resolved in favor of 
preservation, only w/ a compelling case is wilderness sacrificed. 

5/1/2015

Please accept the following comments on the Mountain Accord Proposed Central Wasatch Blueprint.
The train and tunnels concept for transportation is unworkable and is the worst possible approach to canyon transportation; it is the most expensive, most environmentally damaging, least flexible, would take the longest to put into service, and will do the least to reduce the 
number of cars driving up the canyons.  Improved bus service, a shuttle system, or Bus Rapid Transit would all be better solutions.  I am encouraged to see that disincentives to the use of private vehicles are being considered, in conjunction with improved public transportation 
– this will be necessary to convince people to leave their cars outside the canyons.
The idea of exchanging public and private lands in order to cluster development and allow permanent protection for undeveloped land is a good one.  However, it is important that the details be fully spelled out before any development is approved, based on these exchanges.  
For example, if additional culinary water for the Alta Ski Resort base area is made available, it must be clearly defined how that water is to be used.  It would be far more detrimental to Environment (and Recreation), if that water was used to enable the construction of ‘cabins’ 
in Albion Basin, etc, where development has been water-limited, than if that water was used for high-density housing (hotels, condos) in the Alta base area.  It must be clear how that water is to be allocated before its ‘cost’ as a bargaining chip is assessed.  Most importantly, 
the nature of the ‘protection’ of Public Lands that are to be preserved must be clearly defined and permanent, before this protection is exchanged for development allowed elsewhere within the Wasatch.  Absolutely this must be something more permanent than the Forest 
Plan – it must be codified in federal legislation or executive order, preferably the former.  
Expanded ski resort boundaries are detrimental to the ‘Environment’ system, and not a clear benefit to the ‘Recreation’ system.  Many who recreate in the canyons would prefer to do so outside of ski resort boundaries.  Backcountry skiing is the only downhill snow sport that 
is growing, in the US.  Expanded ski resorts are detrimental to backcountry skiing activity in the Wasatch.  As far as catering to ski resorts and real estate developers; we, as Utah residents and US citizens, are not obligated to foster the continuing growth of the ski areas or real 
estate development.  We are not obligated to give up the mountain experience that we love, just so the ski areas and real estate developers can capture additional profit that they feel is somehow ‘getting away’.  From a January 14, 2015 New York Times article regarding One 
Wasatch:
“(Utah) Residents have repeatedly said they love their ski resorts but don’t want them to grow. In a study conducted in 2009 and 2010 as part of work on the future of the most popular mountain canyons, nearly all Utah residents interviewed said they did not want resorts to 
expand beyond their existing boundaries. The long-range plan for the Uinta-Wasatch-Cache National Forest calls for no such expansion.”
By Ski Utah’s own numbers, all the revenue generated by skiing/snowboarding (not only tickets and gear, but lodging, meals, car rental, etc.) accounts for less than 1% of Utah’s economy.  Why are we degrading our Wasatch Mountains and canyons to please such a small 
industry?
In general:  before any development piece of the compromises can begin, it is critical that environmental impact evaluation be completed.  The Mountain Accord concept is necessary for planning the future of the central Wasatch, but it is essential that we do not allow a rush 
into development without careful consideration of its impact.

5/1/2015

I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity on private property
I support improved transportation to/from Utah's ski resorts - it will help our putrid air quality and road congestion, as well as safety.

5/1/2015

All of the proposed changes to the Mountain Accord project are wonderful and should be implemented.  Thank you for all of your work toward this great improvement! 5/1/2015
I fully support the one Wasatch concept.  As a member of the governors office of economic development board, I feel this is a critical component to managing our transportation based economy and the challenges of growth for the next 20+ years. 5/1/2015

I support  over the snow connectivity. 5/1/2015
I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity. 5/1/2015
I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity as well as  improved transportation to/from Utah's ski resorts.  The European areas have done a great job of connecting resorts and developing transportation systems in  very crowded and compact regions, while 
maintaining a really enjoyable mountain experience for everyone.  As crowds and impacts on the mountains continue to grow here in the Wasatch, we can learn a lot from the European model about how to manage resorts effectively and maintain the incredible mountain 
experience and access that we are so fortunate to have.

5/1/2015

I support improved transportation to/from Utah's ski resorts.  I believe it would save energy and improve the air-quality in Salt Lake County.

Let's all look on the bright side of life!

5/1/2015

I support the Mountain Accord process and ONE Wasatch and improved and enhanced transportation to and for the ski resorts on the Wasatch Front.  As one who promoted the ski industry for 8 years as Managing Director of the Utah Office of Tourism (as well as Film and 
Global Branding), I know the economic importance of the ski industry. Not just from the skiers, but also from outdoor recreation enthusiasts who enjoy it's hiking and biking trails and those who visit to get in beauty and out of  the valley. We have, as we promote, "The 
Greatest Snow on Earth". Let's make the appropriate plans to also provide and enjoy the One Connectivity and transportation necessary, that will enhance the experience, protect lives and the environment

5/1/2015

To Whom It Concerns,

The ski and snowboard industry is significant to Utah’s tourism economy.  In a world where travelers can choose where and how they spend their vacation dollars, Utah need to remain competitive and innovative in order to lure these travelers away from surrounding states 
and other areas of the world.  For this reason I support ONE WASATCH and Over-the –Snow Connectivity!  This effort will improve transportation to/from Utah’s ski resorts and give the State a competitive advantage when competing for out-of-state visitor dollars.  


5/1/2015

I am in love with the Wasatch. I ski, hike, climb and run in these mountains nearly every day. I started my time in Utah living up in Little Cottonwood Canyon and will always have a deep connection to these mountains. I support the direction the Mountain Accord is taking with 
its proposed blueprint especially in that it takes into consideration that the road towards generating policy should be fluid and more research can always be done to improve and inform decisions. I support seeking federal protections and establishing environmental monitoring 
and reporting. I also think that generating a fees system, although not initially popular, would be a good means of generating funds that could be used towards trail maintenance and would hopefully cut down on the people who just drive up our canyons and don’t actually do 
anything while they are there besides pollute. I support keeping further development out of the canyons. I am curious to see what sorts of transportation alternatives will eventually be proposed and look forward to continuing to be apart of the conversation. Thank you for 
including me

5/1/2015

I support:
One Wasatch and the OVER the snow connection between resorts.  
Improved year round transportation in ALL canyons - including Millcreek.
I oppose:
The tunnel from Little/Big Cottonwood to Park City!

5/1/2015

I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity which would establish Utah as the premier US ski destination. 5/1/2015
I support ski area connectivity and improved transportation to/from Utah’s ski resorts. I stand strongly in my belief that such improvements will not only help Utah become a global player in the skiing landscape, but it will distinguish Utah from its competitors. 5/1/2015

Attention Mountain Accord Process:
I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity to help Utah's economy and improved transportation between resorts.
Thank you for your time and effort.

5/1/2015

Train is my vote, up little cottonwood… just like we have done it in Europe in the 19th century in high altitude… 
It will bring a safe, consistent ride up to ppl.. and scenir ride!

5/1/2015

I am in full support of the Mountain Accord and look forward to more connectivity between the ski resorts.  The train through Alta will be a great improvement to the transportation problem and provided a much needed addition egress to a close out canyon. Great work. 5/1/2015

I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity.  The ski area connectivity would help UT’s economy, and would make my trip to the ski areas safer, faster and more convenient.  Thanks. 5/1/2015
I fully support the Wasatch Backcountry Alliance stance toward the Mountain Accord blueprint.  Thanks for your work.  5/1/2015
To Whom it May Concern:
I applaud all the transit plans and land preservations strategies that Mountain Accord has developed, but I strongly believe that water and water usage will become the most crucial part of this debate. Offering tax incentives for ripping up lawns and parking lot strips, slowly 
raising water costs or taxes based on income and not just on water usage, having city-wide watering schedules that are strictly enforced (with extremely heavy fines at stake) and also offering tax breaks for families that have two children or less might be good additions to this 
plan. 
Thank you.

5/1/2015



I'm a backcountry user, so I want the BC to remain BC.  Simple.  If you want more details, reread the Wasatch Backcountry Alliance position.  I've quoted the Summary below.
Also, please look at the map of the Wasatch and Colorado overlaid on top of Europe at http://wasatchbackcountryalliance.org/resources/ .
This shows clearly what a small area we have to protect in our backyards.  I believe we need to preserve as much of it as possible in its current state.
 We do not support an interconnection between Big Cottonwood Canyon, Little Cottonwood Canyon and Park City, or any combination thereof.
This includes tunnels. The resulting direct, cumulative and indirect impacts to dispersed recreational experiences and the environment are potentially significant, while economic costs and benefits to the public are not known. As a next step, we strongly support development 
of a purpose and need statement that balances the ‘Systems’ Mountain Accord is addressing, without giving undue bias to any one element or proposal. Only then can an environmental analysis that considers an appropriate range of alternatives be conducted. We believe this 
range includes measures designed to provide reliable, lowcost, low-impact transportation to both dispersed and developed recreational nodes in the Canyons. ·
 We support the general outline of the Cottonwood Canyon Task Force proposal in concept, with several important considerations:
 o Private land transfers and/or preservation actions must include Grizzly Gulch.
 o Land swaps should be pursued immediately, as a precursor to future development. Lands would be placed into a designation providing a higher level of protection than under the current forest plan.
 o All ski areas expanding their footprint on public land would establish an uphill route inside their permit boundary, and will consider boundary restrictions. These efforts will help minimize the impacts of expansion on backcountry terrain and compensate for lost access.
 o We support the other provisions – water rights and development – proposed by the CCTF, contingent on land use regulations and approval following public environmental review.
 o Alignment of the new lift in Honeycomb Canyon will not drop below the elevation of the current lift and will not terminate in the Silver Fork drainage (e.g. it will remain in Honeycomb).
 o We support a bus-based transportation system as outlined in our proposed Transportation Alternative presented in Appendix C

5/1/2015

The main objective of your proposal appears to be to reduce the number of cars in the canyons. I disagree that it is a problem.
 If your proposal is accepted and completed, the SLC mountain experience will be a "Disneyland" experience - tunnels, light rail systems, more long chair lifts, etc. This is not like Europe with its' vast mountain areas. The money spent on your proposal will be a big waste of 
"other people's money". 
I ski a lot in the winter (my wife is a ski instructor), and I don't see a big traffic problem unless there is an accident or a "blue bird powder day". The number of cars in the canyon will automatically be reduced when the public feels that crowds are too big and the wait times at 
ski resorts are too long. People will then drive to other areas to ski, hike and bike. (BTW, most bicyclists are a danger to themselves and others, especially going downhill too fast when the roads are wet and icy - FYI, I am a bicyclist. Maybe some limits should be placed on 
them.) The proximity of the canyons and populated areas here is unique, but perhaps some people will have to get used to driving farther to recreate like the rest of the country.
If you want to reduce the number of cars in the canyon, it can be done by simply limiting the number of legal parking spaces along the roads. I have seen this done in California. Many ski resorts limit the number of tickets they sell, and this automatically limits the number of 
cars. The resorts could sell parking spaces in the summer for more income - free enterprise! 
Requiring people to take a bus is unacceptable. It is very inconvenient to take all of your equipment on a bus, especially for the east coast visitors who fly here in the morning and expect to ski in the afternoon. In addition, you rarely know the weather conditions on the 
mountain when you start in the valley, so having a car at the resort is really necessary for most people.
It is ridiculous to make canyon users have a canyon pass. Can't you envision the back up at the bottom of the canyon as people stop to show their pass or buy one.
Also, it is ridiculous to add a tax to the purchase of a ski ticket. It is already a big expense to buy a ticket and food for a day - especially for a whole family. And, why should skiers have to pay an extra tax when other users don't?
I feel that the proposal went overboard in trying to sell the agenda of the environmentalists and big government proponents who think spending more of other peoples money will solve their perceived problems. You used "climate change" repeatedly when you really meant 
"global warming" - which is still unproven. Other irrelevant issues were also mentioned.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. I hope the final plan will be more practical and less costly.
P.S. Why aren't some of you aren't at city and county meetings when the politicians are approving big concentrated housing developments along the foothills?

5/1/2015

To whom it may concern. The traffic in the canyons will only get worse in time. Utah needs to plan and take action. European ski resorts have dealt with this issue with large parking lots in valleys below resorts and trains or tramways to the resorts for the public and limited 
vehicle access for employees. Plan now or the future is grim as the gridlock will only get worse. It will become a supply and demand algorithm eventually….access will go to the highest bidder and they will not be from Utah.

5/1/2015

I also support improved transportation to all Utah resorts.
Thanks.

5/1/2015

As a native of Utah who has been skiing for over 40 years, I have seen a variety of changes take place at the different ski resorts and areas they are located. Most of these changes have luckily been for the good of the resort and the skiing experience. I think that the Mountain 
Accord would only add to those past decisions. Having taken numerous trips to ski in Europe over the years, it always amazed me that we didn't have more connected resorts in the US and especially Utah. In addition to not having more transportation options to/from the 
different reports that didn't require driving in a car. 
Hopefully some sort if not all of the Mountain Accord will continue on

5/1/2015

I am in total support of One Wasatch, and the inter-connect.  It will put us on the map, create a distinct competitive advantage to other states, and add to the wonderful experiences we enjoy living in Utah. 5/1/2015
I support One Wasatch and over the snow connectivity which will continue the progression of Utah’s tourism industry.
I support improved transportation to and from Utah’s Ski Resorts as a resident who lives in one of our ski communities and commutes to the SL Valley each day.

5/1/2015

Amidst the flood of comments, I was searching for a unique angle based on my concerns and experience in the backcountry.  I would like to focus my comments on the protection of Grizzly Gulch as undeveloped backcountry terrain.  In my opinion, youth, beginner, and 
intermediate backcountry users are underrepresented in this debate. Easy     to intermediate terrain is in short supply in the Wasatch, especially at higher elevations.  If one is trying to give a child, visitor, or beginner a chance to learn and experience touring in a relatively safe 
environment, Grizzly is the ideal spot.  On high-risk avalanche days, those of us with a lower risk tolerance can get out and enjoy our beautiful canyons.  If the drought conditions of the past several  winters continue, Grizzly will remain ski/rideable when other low angle options 
such as Mill D are not.  Please preserve Grizzly in order to provide human powered backcountry recreation for all ages and skill levels.

5/1/2015

As currently proposed, under a smoke screen of caring for the environment, the Mountain Accord seems to be a blueprint for massive economic exploitation and commercial development. Expansion and linkage of the area ski resorts is inappropriate, as are the grandiose 
transportation plans that go beyond improved bus service.
The Central Wasatch Range is actually a very small and fragile geographic and topographical area. This region should remain as pristine as possible, as watershed for the Wasatch Front and habitat for non human creatures. Further human intrusion should be restricted to 
hiking and backcountry skiing. The future generations that will inhabit the Wasatch Front will be much better served by a Wasatch Range that remains wild, affordable, and ‘quaint’. The non commercial simplicity of Alta and Brighton are very unique and should not be spoiled. 


5/1/2015

I think it's a great opportunity for the Wasatch, but needs to be balanced properly. The land-swap trades for land to be placed into national forest is totally great! But there is still a chance that the Mountain Accord will want to put a lift in connecting Brighton to Alta and 
elsewhere. I don't believe this will provide any real transportation solutions and personally I think we have enough and will loose adjacent backcountry if resorts are allowed to expand.  Further, I'm believe that any additional lifts connecting resorts throughout the Wasatch 
would be a an eye sore in contrast to the natural surroundings. However, the train and bus options are definitely something we need.
Thank you for the consideration,

5/1/2015

To Mtn Accord,
I am a resident of Salt Lake County. In general I prefer to use the Cottonwood Canyons for recreation year round.
I go there to get away from city life and would not like to see any more roads nor ski links between resorts. 
More cars mean more pollution and more dangerous driving conditions to the Cottonwood canyons. 
Alternatively, mass transit bus routes could be improved and the park ‘n ride lots do not have enough capacity in the locations where people tend to use them for the canyons.
The Park City transit lines and lots are fine-tuned and seem to work well in my limited use during the winter. I also enjoy Park City in the summer. 
I do not feel the need to link Park City to the Cottonwood Canyons resorts a la Euro style resorts and am concerned about the impact on wildlife which is the main reason I use these areas! 
In the last 15 years, I have seen moose in MillCreek Canyon & Bear Trap Fork- Big Cottonwood Canyon, a bear at the Canyons Resort and a cougar on White Pine ridge in Little Cottonwood Canyon. I like how these areas are diverse and access is different between the 3 Canyons 
and Park City.
Unless there is a true study of current wildlife and an EIS on wildlife for each stage of the Mountain Accord, I do not support  any development in the Millcreek and Cottonwood Canyons.
Thank you for allowing public comments!

5/1/2015

I support improved transportation in our canyons and a long term plan to maintain quality backcountry only space while managing the needs of our growing ski tourism. 5/1/2015



I support over the snow connectivity, not the current Mountain Accord blueprint. 5/1/2015
The idea of a railroad up Little Cottonwwood Canyon came as a surprise, even a shock to most people.  For those who followed the Envsion Utah  mountain planning process, it was a reminder of what they had heard before.  For even fewer who had read and remembered the 
human history in the canyon, it was a curious "full circle" argument.                                                                              As for me, it was an exhilirating refresher of an idea I "brainstormed" when I was a poor, struggling University of Utah student living in a rooming house in the 
winter of '72-'73.  In the model railroad hobby the verb would be: "imagineered".  I had  arrived in Utah in the summer of '71 as a minig engineering major to work a summer job at Kennecott's Arthur and Magna concentrators (now supplanted and razed) on the hill above 
Magna.  I was so enraptured by Utah that I stayed and transferred to U. of U. that fall.  By the second winter, as a life-long railfan and history buff, I had learned the history of Little Cottonwood Canyon, and read about the unique narrow gquge ralway the mining companies 
had built from the junctions with the standard gauge common carriers in the valleyto the mines at Alta.  At first, short strings of ore "jimmies" were pulled up the canyon by horses and mules, with single loaded jimmeys coasted down with a man applying a primitive manual 
brake.  Eventually, a type of steam locomotive propelled by meshing gears, called a "Shay" after its inventor, was used to more efficiently, and especially more safely yet slower downhill, haul the ore jimmies.  The grades on the canyon right-of-way were much too steep to 
employ a conventional side-rod driven steam engine which relied on steel wheel on steel rail adhesion to not only propel itself, but also pull a viable load of tonnage.  Much of the current highway to Snowbird and Alta, especially in the upper 1/2 - 2/3 of the c anyon is built on 
the railway's grade.  Besides learning that, in preceding years I had read several books surveying world railways, and had inculcated quite a knowledge of Swiss railroads for someone who had never traveled there.                                              My conception for Little Cottonwood, 
since a Swiss style rack railroad was the only practical rail transit which could haul passengers up and down the canyon, was to build the railroad on top of the highway grade, since the highway would be decommissioned as a public road and converted to a mostly one-lane 
private access/utility road for the railroad, private property owners and government agencies and utilities in the canyon.  The shared rail/road right-of-way would be widened at selected strategic locations for rail passing sidings or set-out spurs, or to retain 2 lanes or provide a 
pull-over lane for the private road.  This would be accomplished by cutting further into the northside up-slope and/or putting in more base fill grade on the southside down-slope.  Due to snow slide paths being well documented, custom designed location-centric snow sheds 
could be built in all slide paths.  These would NOT be conventional snowsheds with solid walls on both sides,  Rather they would be "verandah"-style with only one solid wall hewn into the north up-slope side, a plain sloping roof with southside overhang to facilitate slide 
movement, and an open southside "wall" consisting only of the necessary support posts for the snowshed roof/cover.  The open, "veranda" southside wall would let in natural light in all seasons; allow better air flow to ventilate, especially when internal combustion machines 
are use on road or rail (during maintenance or emergency situations); and, conveniently and critically, be excellent locations for double-track and/or 2-lane road situations.                                  The proposal for a "mountain railway" to not just go up Little Cottonwood Canyon, 
but through the ridge to the top of Big Cottonwood Canyon, and then again through the Spine of the Wasatches to access Park City and/or Deer Valley Resort is extraordinarily BOLD, AUDACIOUS, INNOVATIVE, FORWARD-LOOKING, not to mention leading to a truly sustainable 
future.                                                                                                                                         We are in the midst of an out-of-control population explosion that shows no signs of ending, and only a few instances of easing its rate.  To paraphrase a common folk phrase: so many. too 
many, "cannot see the overpopulation for the people."  The only way to channel and ameliorate this humanity crush into L.C. canyon is through the medium and means of a railroad--a railroad that is the EXCLUSIVE public transportation into the canyon--and I mean ALL PUBLIC 
transit: no private passenger vehicles allowed, except for such things as shuttles in the resort properties.  This capture of public transit will enable the railroad to be operated as a for-profit enterprise which allows the company to finance its very expensive construction, 
especially its 2 monumentally expensive tunnel projects, using NO government financing, ONLY loan guarantees if need be.  Eventually all construction loans would be paid off, at which time fares could be lowered from affordable to cheap, with consequent continuous annual 
operating profits which would not only pay steady blue chip dividends to smart shareholders who bought in, but also, provide continuing funds for equipment upgrades and facilities improvement.                                     END of PART 1.

5/1/2015

Bring train up Parleys canyon - not cottonwood. 5/1/2015
I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity. 5/1/2015
I support One WASATCH and over the snow connectivity..
It would be fun and it would allow us to compete with other ski resort towns.

5/1/2015

As an Environmental Planner and resort employee, I fully support the stated objectives of the Mountain Accord. Although, I am concerned that there needs to be more emphasis on preserving open space and limiting development of any kind. Once our open space is 
developed, it's gone forever. Public opinion consistently supports preservation and conservation. Emphasis should be on preserving the environment and improving public transportation within the current infrastructure. I do not support an interconnect of any type. Please 
revise the blueprint and make preservation of open space a top priority. 
Thank you for considering my comments  


5/1/2015

I support ONE Wasatch and over the snow connectivity.  It would be great for Utah, great for the entire industry. ONE Wasatch will create a unique and important messaging point as well as a competitive advantage in the destination ski market. 5/1/2015

I support the effort to connect all ski resorts in the three cannons. It's only right that they finally are connected. 5/1/2015
Hi,
Here are my comments to the Mountain Accords Blueprint for the future of the Central Wasatch Mountains (also attached as a Word file).
I moved to Utah in 1992 to spend one winter season.  Now, I have lived here for 23 years and the reason is the mountains. We have easy access to recreation, beautiful mountains with both great ski areas and backcountry skiing, sometimes from the same parking lot. That is 
special; it is something I like to tell my family and friends in Europe. I lived and worked in Little Cottonwood Canyon for 7 years and know how special it is. What I really treasure about the Central Wasatch is the feeling you get when you’re in the mountains, so close to the city, 
but yet so far away. It’s amazing, considering it is a fairly small mountain range. With the small size and increased recreation and business pressure come challenges, both on the environment and transportation. I appreciate the public process that the Mountain Accord 
facilitates and the opportunity to submit comments. Following are some of the key issues that are closest to my heart. 
I use both the ski resorts and the backcountry areas, and value both just as much. Land swaps are crucial to ensure that prime outdoor areas are protected from development, and that some development is encouraged at the base areas of ski resorts. But, expanding the ski 
resort boundaries is not necessary for bringing more people to the Wasatch, nor is it a solution for the transportation problems. Expansion will only degrade the recreation experience, for backcountry users and ski area users alike. We need breathing room, not mountains with 
man-made structures wherever you see.  In a small mountain environment it will not take much to turn the mountain into suburbs of Salt Lake City. There’s nothing unique or special about that. It is Disneyland packaged in a winter scene.  In particular, Grizzly Gulch should not 
be developed and needs to be in the land swap package with the area from Emma’s to Mt. Superior. Grizzly Gulch is special; it is very family friendly, encouraging people of all ages to become more active. 
One of the goals listed in the Mountain Accord mission is to develop an urban-mountain brand that is unique in the world. We already have that. We just need to improve on what is there, and make it accessible for more people.  Gear sales are on the rise for backcountry 
winter activities. The increasing popularity has made it to national news sites such as New York Times and Forbes Life. On the economic side: diverse, balanced offering of activities will win over lopsided heavy emphasis on one particular use. 
I have traveled to the mountains by car and by bus over the years. For the most part, the travel is not so bad. But then there are the days when everybody wants to get up there, which creates a huge traffic problem. I believe connecting the city and the resorts with trains and 
tunnels is too big of a cost compared to the value of the solution. That money is better used somewhere else (schools for example). A more efficient bus offering is necessary. Encouraging carpooling is a must. Driving alone in a car on a high use day should be discouraged. Also, 
connecting resorts via lift will not solve any transportation problems. It is just a marketing tool, and an unnecessary one.  Another issue too is that Alta does not allow snowboarders. How does the connection work then? Not for all, that’s for sure.
Thank you for making this process so public. Don’t let the economic pressures from ski resorts outweigh the natural environment qualities and health, and the quality of life. There’s a lot to lose if expansion happens.

5/1/2015

To whom it may concern:
I am a Salt Lake city resident and recreate in the wasatch mountains regularly in the form of hiking primarily.  I've lived here since 2003 and have noticed that the canyons are heavily used for recreation by many different interests.  Its hard to handle and provide for competing 
interests.  Since its important watershed for millions of residents all or the bulk of consideration should be given to watershed protection and environmental protection.  Development has always been proposed since I've lived here primarily from ski resorts that purport to 
support the community and be careful stewards of the environment.  To the contrary it appears the resorts primary interests are to themselves and higher profits.  We have seen this continually with snowbird and current proposals to connect Park City and the canyons.  
Certainly these proposed uses are inappropriate given that only very few people will benefit while the risks to the community will be spread to all who live in the metropolitan area.  As a simple matter of equity this would be unfair and inappropriate use of public lands.  
Increased runs and snowmaking are also real threats to the community and would only benefit a small number of people for a limited period of time.  In short, environmental protection should be the guiding principle in any future proposals in terms of management in the 
central wasatch range.  


5/1/2015



I am writing to provide comment on the proposed Mountain Accord. I've noticed that the proposal works to balance the economy, environment, recreation and transportation. The balance should we weighted heavily on the environment. That being said, it's difficult to say 
that a multi-billion dollar investment to increase economy, transportation and recreation outweighs environmental impacts. However, if the next steps are carried out with careful thought and priority on the Wasatch environment, then this could be beneficial to all Utah 
residents and beyond. Please consider the following comments:
1) The Park City to Little Cottonwood transit corridor should be limited to mass transit. If not, then the amount of private winter/summer traffic vehicles in these corridors would increase dramatically and negate any environmental benefits.
2) Their should be a cost to access Big & Little Cottonwood canyons with private vehicles for non-canyon residents. A notable amount of private traffic traveling these canyons has no intent beyond taking a "windshield tour" of the canyon. People will not make a change unless 
it hits their wallet. It reasonable to expect a fee to access the canyons with a private vehicle if the choice to use public transit is waived. Of course, this would not apply to residents of the canyon that already pay high property taxes in the canyon. 
3) The accord should be contingent upon a all resorts involved agreeing to a "all-mountain" pass similar to Vail Resorts Epic Pass
4) The Accord should include plans to increase restrictions or provide intermittent parking areas along the canyon roads. There are currently no rules for parking and is causing danger to the public. 
5) The three "E's" need to be paramount...Environment, Environment, Environment. That being said, we agree to allowing the resorts to benefit from the increased users resulting from the accord; however, the resorts should not be granted a right to develop additional lands 
and further exhaust the canyons' resources (ie, water, preserved lands, species and habitat). This concession in exchange for other considerations being presented by the resorts is unacceptable. We need to preserve the lands we have left and cannot buy into the hidden 
agenda of "big money." I'm very afraid that they see this as the next step in their grand real estate play. Please do not let this happen.
Thank you for considering our comment. We are putting a lot of trust and hope that these words will be heard and seriously considered. 

5/1/2015

My thoughts/comments regarding the proposed blueprint-
I am concerned that this blueprint seems to be overly development driven. Ski area expansion is not a transportation solution. For me ski area expansion into Grizzly Gulch is an absolute red line. Grizzly Gulch lies at the head/intersection of upper Big and Little Cottonwood 
canyons, development in this area would permanently negatively effect human powered recreation the the core of the Wasatch. I am somewhat skeptical about any transfer of public land to private entities. Alta and Snowbird already operate almost entirely on public land. I 
think we need to see some very specific numbers- for example how much the ski areas are paying in lease fees vs their total proceeds from the use of our public land- before there is any more talk of transferring more public assets in to private hands.  I also cannot support the 
proposal to link Little and Big Cottonwood Canyons and the Park City area with either rail, road, or tunnel connection. This again would seem to involve spending a lot of public funds to benefit the ski resorts. It is not clear to me how bringing in more skiers from the Park City 
area is going to relieve congestion in Little Cottonwood canyon. A little background- I moved to Utah in 1991, spent a number of years living and working in Alta and now live in SLC. I enjoy skiing both at the resorts and in the backcountry in the winter and mountain bike 
extensively in the summer. I do not feel that I am anti ski resort/industry so much that I believe enough of the terrain in the Wasatch has been dedicated to that use.

5/1/2015

I wholeheartedly support One Wasatch. We need to be proactive in dealing with the challenges of moving people around in fewer vehicles. Utah needs to collectively market its ski areas as one while highlighting the diversity of each.  It is an economic boon! 5/1/2015

Hello Mountain Accord:
In transportation planning for the Central Wasatch please recognize a pressing safety need cyclists have for increased shoulder width in Wasatch Front canyons. The absence of adequate road shoulder pushes cyclists into traffic lanes and this not only creates user-conflicts but 
places riders in harms’ way. Area riders desperately need wider road shoulders in all Wasatch Front canyons and especially on the up-hill right-hand lanes.  As populations grow, bike density in area canyons will continue to expand making this a high priority for active 
transportation planners, and I hope, for MA strategists too.
Thank you for listening, and thank you for making this channel available,

5/1/2015

The Mountain Accord blueprint addresses many important issues such as a trail network, transit service, and reduction of traffic congestion. However, the survey for public comment creates several questions for me due to the lack of details provided to survey takers. Parts of 
the blueprint are written in such a way that if feels as though we are being lead to believe the rail line is the direction we need to go and support. I am concerned about the cost of a rail line, the environmental impacts of it, especially on the watershed, and the tunneling that 
comes with it. What are the costs to mass transit riders in this valley who depend on it for transportation?  And what is the trickle down impact on low-income riders for an elaborate rail system up the canyon designed primarily for visitors?
If the fundamental goal is to reduce traffic congestion and move more people efficiently up the canyon, with less environmental impact, then there are better options than the rail line.  I hope the executive committee has not bought off on the rail line at this point and keeps 
things like the BRT (Bus Rapid Transit) on the table.   


5/1/2015

I feel that the bus system is far from optimized and if well thought out it could service all users year round more effectively than a tunnel. we also need increased parking at the mouths of the canyons. I also  think we need to charge a per vehicle fee or have an annual pass to 
provide incentive to ride the bus. A tunnel is not needed  in the Cottonwoods and would destroy sensitive lands for generations to come.
I support permanent protection for Emma ridge to Superior in LCC. Grizzly Gulch should also be put into protection with NO chairlift. There need to be areas where people can walk in the summer and year round for free and have solitude and be in nature. If the chairlift in 
Honeycomb is a consideration, it need to be aligned so that it does not impact the silver fork backcountry.
 I support enabling the ski resorts to utilize more water for snowmaking
·      I support adding potential land and altering zoning for additional development at the various resorts’ bases. 
·      I support enabling the ski resorts to expand their summertime activities within their existing footprints.
·      I support enhanced modern avalanche mitigation techniques (ie Gas-X) above Alta. I do NOT support a chairlift on Flagstaff peak
  I am concerned that the ski resorts are getting many of their desired “gets”, and their “gives” are more along the lines of “we are not taking as much as we could take”, at the expense of potential environmental and backcountry terrain preservation. 
Overall I have found the “blueprint” to NOT be reflective of the thousands of hours of work that people put into the system group meetings and submeetings over the past several months. Therefore I do not support the “blueprint” in its current form, but I am a strong believer 
in the Mountain Accord ideals and timing, and am very hopeful that a more equitable balance of gives and takes can be achieved to accommodate many constituents’/stakeholders’ desires.
thank you, 


5/1/2015

I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity. 5/1/2015
I support the  Mountain Accord study and planning process.  There is some controversy over whether Summit County would want a train to end in Park City after coming up Little and Big Cottonwood Canyons.  If a train is determined to be the best alternative and Summit 
County is not interested in being the end of the line, then they should have the ability to opt out of that particular plan.
Keeping status quo on giving us access to the central Wasatch is not an alternative with a projected doubling of the population.
I support over the snow possibilities and new transportation alternatives to improve public access into the Central Wasatch. 
I believe the summer access and dispersed recreation need is possibly more important than the winter skiing access.
One of Utah’s strong economic development brands is an active lifestyle in close proximity with ease of accessibility to mountain recreation venues.  Mountain Biking, Hiking, Skiing, technical mountaineering are all major draws for the workforce of our future.  Companies 
locating and expanding here are trying to attract the best and brightest of the Millennial Generation.  The Millennials are very mobile and have a high interest in an active lifestyle.  The Wasatch Front and Back will continue to attract major employers like Adobe and Goldman 
Sachs because of the lifestyle they offer by living here.  
Easy access into the mountains is critical to allow this work force to hike, ski or bike before or after work and be able to enjoy a balanced work and recreational life.
There is balance that can occur with the stakeholders involved with Mountain Accord.  Keep the process working and find that balance between the environment, water resource, recreation and protecting Utah’s unique asset of having a mountain playground so close to a 

  

5/1/2015

Utah's Air Quality according to the National Standard is not what Utah would like it to be, I don't recall the rating but according to media reports air quality could be a lot better, Winter Especially ???
The question that I have ??? Is this issue about connecting and creating larger Resorts/ Ski Areas or is it about transportation ??, If it is about transporting people from one area to another and keeping them out of their vehicle, buses etc.I think maybe it's a no brainier ??? Just 
my own personal opinion.
Lets think even further from the normal and envision connecting Resorts to each other and  also to the Salt Lake Valley,is this crazy or what  !!! But if some type of transportation,Cable or Rail could be implemented ,  MAYBE this would lessen the Air Quality Problems and Make 
Resort Transportation a bit more efficient !????
Again just my own personal thoughts.
Thanks

5/1/2015

Dear Sir or Madam,
Improved transportation would make my trip to the ski areas safer, faster and more convenient.
It also would serve the tourist industry and improve Utah's economy.
I urge you to make this a top priority.
Thank you,

5/1/2015



Mountain Accord,
I support the development of mountain bike trails that cross between the trails in Wasatch, Utah, Davis, Salt Lake and Summit County.
I also support some sort of mass transit system/connectivity to help limit the cars in the canyons etc.

5/1/2015

As a former SLC resident and frequent visitor to the Wasatch mountains, I would like to support the highest protection from development of this incredible mountain range. The access to a quality, backcountry makes the Wasatch unique and makes SLC an amazing place to 
live. While the economic drive to expand continues, this ultimately degrades the experience in the Wasatch and in the long run will be very detrimental.
I do not support inter-connecting the canyons via any means including tunnels.
I strongly believe that Grizzly Gulch should not be developed and should remain preserved.
I think that as much land as possible should be preserved. If this means land swaps I support those to prevent future development.
Ski lifts should not be put into Silver Fork Canyon.
Any ski area expansion should require uphill skiing and boundary restrictions should be evaluated to allow as much backcountry ski option as possible.
Any negative impact on the watershed should be avoided

5/1/2015

Please connect all ski resorts over
The snow. Tramways chairlifts . This
Is the only and cheapest way. 
Forget expensive tunnels and 
Mono rails 


5/1/2015

Mountain Accord,
I am a Salt Lake native who uses all the local canyons very frequently, I have several concerns with the mountain accord.  Me and my family ski in our world class resorts and I ski in the backcounty.  I do not support any resort interconnection, I believe currently the Wasatch 
offers both world class resort and backcountry skiing, to which I both use.  As a local resident who has decided to remain close to the central Wasatch to raise my own family, largely because of the skiing; I fail to see how an interconnect of ski resorts would benefit me or 
family in the future.  Our resorts or awesome an interconnect wouldn't resolve transportation issues, and appears only to be novelty concept to allure tourists. 
I think preservation is absolutely necessary in the Grizzly Gulch area for backcounty access.  As vast as the Wasatch is, this is the most accessible high elevation trailhead (important particularly in winter like this one).  Preservation for an rapidly increasing backcounty usage is 
imperative.
Final, I don't support a tunnel, I think a mass transportation improvement is needed.  Living 20 miles from the top of both canyons; taking public transportation with indirect routes, more than doubles the one way commute time versus driving.  Living in the valley this is neither 
a logical or convenient solution.  I would hope public transportation can be improved so it can become one.
Thank you for your consideration.

5/1/2015

A short summary of the plan of mountain accord would be to say, “how can we drop more people into these mountains that are already under strain from the multiple uses of each season.” 
Perhaps it would be better to plan funds, manpower and civic plans for finding other mountain areas with no present strain beyond the city side of the Wasatch mountains and provide ease for city dwellers to commute out to new areas.
If a national forest is failing under use, why plan on increasing the use at great expense when it is really other national forest land that could be incorporated into the growth that could deal with population growth. The population growth is in the suburbs. New roads and trails 
could easily solve the problem.

5/1/2015

The plan for the transition of private land to public in exchange for ski area expansion and additional development is great.  However, lifts should not be built in grizzly gulch, up mt wolverine, or anywhere that makes terrain in grizzly gulch and wolverine cirque sidecountry or 
within ski area bounds. This area needs to remain backcountry.   The other ski area expansions are fine, and the idea of another lift to make the Brighton- solitude connection better is great.
Thanks,

5/1/2015

Utah is coming together to be a connected ski industry and a connected ski location. The flow of skiers between resorts will have a dramatic and expansive effect on locals and vacationers. The scale, size and feel of a day on the slopes in Utah will expand into what feels like a 
vacation in a day. It poses problems for some and solutions for others that is the truth but it poses opportunities and offers conservation within a ski system instead of between them.
We all love our Utah resorts, one day we hope to have Utah as a resort… to leave one and enter another without a border that relies on a ticket or a location but is ski Utah and connect Utah. 


5/1/2015

To whom it may concern,
My only comment, as a long term resident (Since 1974) and having enjoyed the uniqueness of the Wasatch Mountains all these years (and yes Ii am a resort skier, hiker and back country user) is I hate this "blueprint" of trying to "improve" this very fragile area.  I do not believe 
that our watershed or mountains will be "improved" (only to the benefit of the 
ski resorts).   I have only attended one meeting at the SLC Public 
library (transportation and economy)  a while back and i was not impressed about how the transportation plans are being proposed.  
Tunnels, Trams,  gondolas, linking resorts, etc.
Lets work with the bus system ideas, yes, this is not "upscale" idea but these mountains are very unique.
NO more expansions and development in the canyons.  NONE

5/1/2015

Dear Mountain Accord,
I think it's great that you all are bringing attention to the beautiful mountains that we all have to share and enjoy, and our really exceptional water supply, and the need to protect them as the population and tourism grows in our state. I'm sure that all of you have many 
different parties, with mostly economic interests in mind, who wish for you to make decisions in their favor. I think that, since these mountains are all of ours, though, we should consider what would be best for the people who use them, which is actually all of us, since every 
last one of us uses water. Many of us also use the mountains as a way to enjoy and experience nature. We are so lucky to be able to live in a city, and have this accessible wilderness so close to us. That is what is so great and unique about those mountains - they are wilderness. 
So, I believe that our first duty is to preserve this wilderness, for the sake of our water supply and for the sake of our human need to experience our earth untouched. The way to preserve our wilderness is not to tunnel and bulldoze through it, running trains and trams through 
and across it's amazing canyons and creeks. There are roads that already exist up these canyons, allowing us to access them. The answer is, rather, to limit the numbers of vehicles that can be up there at any given time. Access to the mountains would be permitted. They could 
be free permits, but they would be a requirement. Some people might think that this is a nuisance. They might think and feel that they should be able to go up into those mountains whenever they feel like it, but those same people will probably also realize that the reason they 
go into the mountains is to get away. If you allow the whole city into the mountains, complete with a train, it is no longer "getting away." And the effect of too many humans on wilderness is destruction. Requiring permits would be allowing use, but preserving what we love 
about it. For those who want to hop up there at the last minute, maybe there could be busses that anyone could take without needing a permit. Perhaps you could work out a deal with the ski industry, making sure their quotas could be met, while limiting the number of cars 
that are allowed to go up there. As far as the private land amid this wilderness, take whatever money would be used to build a train up the canyon, and use it instead to buy up as much private land as possible, and turn it into wilderness. I realize that none of my suggestions 
promote economic growth or jobs, but they do promote the best interest of the people who drink the water that trickles down those mountains, and the people who watch the seasons change on the trails in those canyons. I have no doubt that all of you have the ability to 
more efficiently haul crowds of people around those mountains, and turn it into something that could end up being like an outdoor adventure theme park. But really, what we love about those mountains, even what tourists love about those mountains, is how untouched they 
are. Instead of coming up with the best plan of how to change them, I'd rather you came up with the best plan to keep them the way they are. Thank you for your consideration.

5/1/2015



I have been involved with land management, recreational access, and  
environmental protection issues in the Wasatch since the 1980's.    
Despite frequent controversy, progress has been made.  Unlike some in the environmental community I view the Mountain Accord process with  
deep skepticism.    What I see in the blueprint is an economic  
development proposal with a veneer of environmental protection and land transfer.  The "recreation" component is largely what Ed Abby eloquently termed "industrial tourism."
For the blueprint to be a good deal for the general public the   
protective elements like land transfers to public ownership, watershed protection, and permanently defined ski area boundaries must be implemented as an integral part of any development elements like  
zoning changes and consolidation of private lands near the highways.   
The transportation vision does not adequately consider funding.  Is  
the taxpayer being asked to pay for ski industry infrastructure?   The  
idea of tunnels between the canyons was opposed by environmental groups at the time of the Olympics, and I believe the concerns of that era are still valid. The proposed "regional trails" look like mountain bike thoroughfares that will be of no use and possible detriment to 
hikers, bird watchers, and others desiring a quiet experience in the mountains.
In my travels I have examined land management in areas such as the urban interface National Forests near Los Angeles, the mix of wilderness and ski areas around Aspen, Colorado, and the heavily used forest areas in New England.  The Mountain Accord seems much more 
pro- development than what is on the ground in other heavily used mountain areas.
Some change in the Central Wasatch is inevitable, and I will watch this planning process closely.  Perhaps the final blueprint plan will strike a reasonable balance between protection and economic activity.  

5/1/2015

Hi,
I want to thank you all for valuing the local public's input because, quite frankly, I think we are the ones impacted the most by the decisions that are going to be made.  With that said, as a Salt Lake resident and more importantly, someone who spends a lot of time recreating in 
the nearby Wasatch mountains, I implore that there not be any future development of these beloved mountains.  When I first moved here from Ohio, I was blown away at the beauty and prospect of spending years discovering these mountains.  It's been five years now and 
while I'm far from bored of these craggy peaks, I have come to realize that this range tiny!  It is already difficult to feel like you've truly escaped when you can see Snowbird's tram from so far away and most hikes in the Cottonwoods are littered with chair lifts.   
For backcountry skiers, high elevation north facing terrain is coveted as it gets the most snow and remains the best quality of snow.  It is no coincidence that this is where the resorts have placed themselves.  Sure, an extra lift here or there, and a boundary extension doesn't 
seem like much now, but what we have to remember is that they already operate in the best possible terrain!  Add low snow years on top of that (last four seasons) and the acreage available to backcountry skiers and various other user groups diminishes at a startling rate.  
I understand the ski resorts are business and would like to expand but why should their interests be given priority?  It is well known that the locals are not in favor of resort expansion.  Are we going to develop and permanently alter the Wasatch further for the sake of tourists 
and the resort executives?  
Ultimately, I just wish that the individuals and groups making the decisions that affect the Wasatch Mountains will refrain from approving development that will permanently mar the beautiful land that so much of us love.  I won't go into the hypotheticals of global warming 
affecting the ski industry but I will say that the canyons are enjoyed year round and as such, should be preserved for year round activities, not just winter.  
Thanks again,

5/1/2015

Please protect our beautiful mountains from further development. We have enough!  It is our duty to protect what is left of our God given wilderness 5/1/2015
I support the Mountain Accord initiative. It's good for the Utah economy and the snow sports industry.  5/1/2015
More needs to be done to protect the canyons and the Wasatch. The current version of the plan leads us down a path that is hard to come back from. Minimalistic development with a plan to encourage greater ridership of current transportation and benefits for those who 
seek alternative options on high traffic days while refraining from large scale projects that disrupt the area and water supply are what I would like to see. We only get the chance to halt these developments once, while the future holds bountiful opportunity for change as better 
options emerge.

5/1/2015

Hello, my name is Gandhi. As a user of backcountry and also a season pass holder for the past 15 years I would like to join in agreement with all those who Wouk like to preserve our canyons as they are. No more lifts and definitely no more tunnels and development. Wolverine 
cirque area needs to stay the way it is for backcountry users, as a snowboarder who also rides and enjoys both sides; the backcountry and the lifts   I would like for out canyons to be protected for further development. Let's keep our resorts as they are and out backcountry 
protected. Resorts have enough accessible terrain. Further development and drilling a tunnel through a mountain is going against preserving and taking are of our environment. 
We need more details and more information our to Lucas and public

5/1/2015

I appreciate the opportunity to respond to your hard work.
May I preface my comments with this quote: “A man [sic] on foot, on horseback or on a bicycle will see more, feel more, enjoy more in one mile than the motorized tourists can in a hundred miles.” 
― Edward Abbey, Desert Solitaire
As a year-round resident of Alta beginning my thirteenth year here in the Canyon, I appreciate the attempt to create a big picture proposal on how to manage population growth and user groups in the Wasatch Canyons. I find it unfortunate that the proposed solutions are 
predicated on public land swaps largely benefiting ski areas, particularly the Flagstaff-Emmas through Grizzly Gulch areas in trade for the main swath of acreage in development zone of Alta proper. What a sweetheart deal for the Alta lift company, one which will in one fell 
swoop create a company town owned by the privately held interests of the Alta lifts. The incentives are hardly tempting--a billion dollar plus taxpayer funded train through the mountains to Park City, limitless numbers of tourists traveling back and forth through that corridor 
without spending a dime to stay slopeside in Alta, the potential destruction of the business models the Alta Lodges have worked to create, and more skiers skiing out the coveted snow even faster and with less regard for the environment in which they're skiing. Ease of access 
does not create reverence, just like overproduction of anything does not create value. Why should visitors to Alta pay attention to the environment at all--they'll be able to travel to it without the natural limitations of Little Cottonwood Canyon's winding two lane highway and 
the avalanche abatement that keeps people indoors (and commands a premium to stay slopeside in Alta) when snow levels are high.
All upside for the lift companies throughout the Wasatch, but all downsides for the community, skiers, and ultimately the product of the natural beauty and natural carrying capacity of Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
I always find it interesting to watch our guests, having worked in hospitality since I first arrived in Alta, in how they respond to interlodge and being unable to leave the lodges or their homes in Alta when Avalanche control work is being done. Most freak out. Perhaps, for the 
first time in their lives, their modern conception of themselves as captains of the universe are challenged. They are unable to meet the timelines which they insist they must maintain in order to go back to work, make their flights, catch their shuttles, etc. 
Some guests, and they often become the guests that "get" Alta and return again and again, most for decades, grasp that here Nature, that ephemeral beauty that becomes more elusive every year, refuses to be tamed. Humans are humans with a small h, and the Mountains 
and the forces that are larger than us still rule. There are fewer and fewer places in the world that allow us to acknowledge that we as human beings cannot and should not reign supreme. Some people will pay almost any amount of money to be reminded of that, and many 
will sacrifice a great deal to protect places that make this truth obvious. Alta is one of those places. Don't muck it up with expensive boondoggles like a tunnel train to Park City and the thin inducement of a base facility area with more employee housing and a community 
center. As if an artificially created base facility area that hasn't grown organically with a more robust year round economy here will be created overnight with these structures. 
As others have noted, there are natural limitations to the carrying capacity of Little Cottonwood Canyon that are already in place, such as the limitations of the highway and the necessity of avalanche abatement work. I suspect the train has traction because it is a workaround 
for another legal limitation, the forest service's restriction on allowing traffic up canyon until all parking spots are filled. 
My positive suggestions with an eye to big picture solutions? Work to acknowledge that limited access to any desirable drives up value. If you strive to be bold and innovative, close Little Cottonwood Canyon to cars and make public transportation free, like Crested Butte, 
Aspen, and Zion National Park. Watch the animals flood back in and watch tourism numbers and dollars increase as they have in the wildest places in the world like the Kruger in South Africa. As the Canyon is being loved to death by seeing annual visitation numbers that 
purportedly rival the National Parks, I'll propose a land swap. Make the areas from Superior through Grizzly Gulch National Monuments. If the ski areas kick up a fuss, remind them that they have benefitted from public land use in creating multi-million dollar industries since 
the late 1930s, and limited, profitable, reasonable growth is something that the public can and will support. Stop being such greedy gusses and enjoy what they have created in a reasonable way. They're pushing their luck in being so short-sighted with their development 
ambitions. After all, even with our current supposed crisis over transportation to the mountains, we still enjoy arguably the most accessible skiing in the world from an international airport and a major metropolitan area. Disincentivize car use by tolling those that choose to 
drive up any canyon. Make bus service more robust, and dedicate part of the current road to a rapid bus service lane. Invest in avalanche sheds. They are much less expensive than rail systems or re-routing the current highway. By the way, it would be great if you made this 
process more democratic. It is not necessarily true that our public representatives will represent the public's will in these matters.
Thank you for letting me voice my opinions, and for galvanizing discussion by your proposals.

5/1/2015



As a local ski instructor for forty years I do not support the interconnection of Little Cottonwood Canyon, Big Cottonwood Canyon and Park City by any means including tunnels.  After forty years of working at our resorts I now spend the majority of the winter in the 
backcountry of the Wasatch.  The environmental impact and the non existent benefits to the general public are so overwhelming huge that to pursue this idea for the benefit of the very few elite that would be served is a horrible plan for the future of the Wasatch.  
I do support the continued pursuit of low impact/low cost plans for improvement of the transportation systems in the canyons, i.e. bus systems.  I do not support the idea of a train in Little Cottonwood Canyon.  I do not think it would serve the majority of users, especially we 
locals,  that frequent the canyon at various points other than the resorts.
I support the development of a purpose and need statement that has more balance in regard to the "Systems" that the Mountain Accord is addressing and is not biased to any one element or proposal or user group.  The Wasatch belongs to us and we should not be asked to 
give up access or preservation for economic development that benefits the few.
I believe that the  Grizzly Gulch/Tuscarora area needs to be preserved and also the Silver Fork area needs to be preserved as backcountry.  I'm OK with base improvements at the resorts.  I truly feel that all of the ski resorts should maintain an uphill travel route through their 
terrain.  They could even sell special passes for use of such areas. To continue to prohibit all uphill travel at the resorts does a huge injustice to UT residents and out of town guests looking for avenues of winter exercise near the resorts.
Please accept these comments in regard to the Mountain Accord Blueprint.

5/1/2015

I am the oldest of four members of the Charbin Trust that owns an old family cabin on Snow Haven Lane.  My family bought the property in 1897 and built the cabin, which still stands, in 1904. It is the second oldest cabin in Brighton.  Our water supply comes from a dedicated 
spring that was deeded to us by the State of Utah in 1897. The oldest cabin in Brighton (1901) is still owned by the original family and is also located on Snow Haven Lane a stones throw away.  
These cabins are useable about 3 1/2 to 4 1/2 months each year depending on the arrival of spring and fall. Yet the taxes on our cabin are almost twice as high as our 3,000 square foot house on an acre in Holladay.
There have been many changes to the Canyon over the years, some good, some bad, some that reflected expansion greed and some that showed good stewardship of our lands. I am very concerned when I hear that the Mountain Accord plans have not been fully disclosed 
because they are in the “development period.”  You can gather all the public comments in the world but without specifics it means nothing.
What has been disclosed, and appears to be the driving force is the ski industry.  Conversations about how the skiers can go from one canyon to another  “just like Europe” show the true colors of the plan.  I’m curious what percentage of skiers or boarders would want (or can 
afford) to ski all the canyons in one day or change every day especially as some resorts don’t allow snowboarders and each resort has a different degree of difficulty.  I agree that we need the tourist dollars but we don’t need to “prostitute” our mountains to get them.  
Expansion can’t always be the answer just as we don’t need to destroy the local charm of our mountains to accommodate the growing numbers of users in the canyons.
One proposal shows a tunnel from Brighton to Park City.  From what I could see on the map it appears the opening would be on Snow Haven Lane. That either destroys our cabins (and the others nearby) or makes it impossible to access them.  Where will it come out in Park 
City?  How will it affect the water from all the old mines and what about the changes in elevation? How much water will it destroy in Brighton?
Another proposal is an aerial tram on the East side of our property. How nice for us to have to have our property littered with crap from above and our quiet hill side where we often see deer defaced with hideous towers.  Either proposal will likely destroy our spring  leaving us 
no water.
The dollars needed to implement the Mountain Accord proposals are staggering.  Where is the money coming from? Special interest groups pushing this idea? Already overburdened tax payers? What if I don’t want my 111 year old cabin destroyed or loose our water? What 
about the other property owners? I understand eminent domain has not been ruled out.
I haven’t seen anything on how we will increase fire and police protection or the water shed. What about the infrastructure? Many parts of Brighton have no water or fire hydrants.  Speaking of water, property owners have long been told that Brighton water is really “virutal 
shares” that there are no more shares available. Two years ago the price for a share, should you find someone that would sell, was $50,000. Where is the water going to come from for all the people that come with the expansion?
What about sewer?  We were forced to connect to the sewer even with our extremely limited use and now have received a letter stating we will be billed for year round sewer even though it is impossible to use the cabin after it freezes.
What about the additional power needed? More ugly towers? A new power plant? More cell towers?
Why can’t we charge a small toll for cars and trucks that don’t belong to property owners like American Fork Canyon? Why can’t we make the bus service more efficient? The current bus schedule from Salt Lake to Park City is very inadequate.  Multiple runs in all three canyons 
would help. We could probable offer free bus service for 100 years for the price of the proposals.  Don’t complain about the snow and buses getting stuck.  Give me a break. Weigh the percentage of days or hours lost with a stuck bus against the construction of a train up one 
or two canyons, not to mention the tunnels or trams.
I know one objective is to decrease traffic.  Did it ever occur to anyone that the traffic and lack of parking are actually keeping the canyons from being over run? If you replace cars with a train up (for example) Little Cottonwood and a tunnel to Brighton, the number of hikers, 
bikers, campers, fishermen, etc could quadruple or more.  I have visions of a solid mass of bikes and hikers on every trail and fishermen side by side on the streams.  Not to mention that there will have to be transportation from the tunnel to the various spots and trail heads in 
the canyon. A huge bus terminal?   What will happen to the ecosystem and the watershed with that many people?
I know we are smart enough to figure out some solutions.  Let’s start with a reasonable approach instead of a massive, massive project that is irreversible once begun.
Thank you for this comment period.

5/1/2015

Our family and friends think of Utah as our other home and we continuallyenjoy introducing it to many of our friends and they all love it!  The ONE WASATCH has been introduced and of course, my avid skier of a son and husband were thrilled that it can become a reality and 
the new skiing areas and ease of transportation for me as the chauffeur of the clan is very attractive.  
We support One Wasatch!

5/1/2015

1) I think we should charge autos for using the canyons.  We should charge single riders more.
2) Take the income from the autos in #1 and fund a better and cheaper bus system.
3) We should be smarter about the size (big and small) of the buses and the scheduling.  The buses should run from the base of the canyon and to the resorts with the ability to stop at various places along the way. 
4) Why can't we get electric buses that capture the energy coming down only to re-use it on the way back up?  My car does.  Units such as this will make financial sense, environmental sense, as well as everybody feeling better about mass transit in the canyon.
5) I love my ski resorts, but they have enough of our small and precious mountain range. They need to live off of what they have. period.
6) Lets not forget about the folks who use the back-country to ski.  I have seen 40 years of back-country skier giving up terrain to ski resorts, pushing folks into more difficult and dangerous areas. 
Thanks for the opportunity for me to comment.

5/1/2015

I'm resenting this: 5/1/2015
While I know that change, development and conservation of our most wonderful Wasatch Front is needed, I worry about the motivating factor driving the change.  I understand much of the mountain land is PRIVATELY owned, that money and those land owners are powerful, 
that all of us mountain users need to "SHARE",  the blue print is looking at public moneys which are weak.  I know the roads, parking and trail maintenance are most important in keeping the mountains healthy.  I worry about the "watershed" reports used are outdated, the 
low snowpack years not offsetting the cost the ski industry is putting into their pockets, and the UTA not currently being able to stay in the black.  
I know we all have to give a little, but the transportation piece is most worrisome to me. 

5/1/2015

I can’t imagine having a drivable connection between Alta and Brighton will not affect the watershed.
I also can’t imagine a drivable connection between  Alta and Brighton helping to mitigate the parking capacity issue.
Though the interconnect is probably a done deal, it is clear that it is a tourism promotion gimmick more than a popular expansion of ski terrain. Think about it. Skiing from Deer Valley to Snowbird and back? How many skiers will actually want to do that?  And, if done because 
of curiosity, how many will want to do it again?
The transit discussion in Little Cottonwood Canyon is important.  To consider a tram in place of cars has two problems.  One, the cost of a tram system and the number of cars needed to move skiers/visitors up and down the canyon is mind boggling.  Two, is the question about 
parking at the bottom of the canyon.  Above ground would become the biggest cluster imaginable.  Underground would be a Kennecott sized dig.
A bus system is akin to the Tram but slightly less expensive.
Why not consider improving the ore-cart roadway on the south side of Little Cottonwood Canyon and make Alta Canyon a one-way drive; one lane up and one lane down.   Above and below ground parking in Alta would be less expensive and intrusive than at the bottom of 
th  

5/1/2015

I have a Ph.D., in computer science.  I work remotely for a worldwide company headquartered in California.  I can live anywhere I want.  I choose Salt Lake because:
- hiking the Wasatch
- quick access to an international airport
The wasatch does NOT need further development

5/1/2015

I recommend that all ski resorts start a paid parking of $5 per vehicle that come to use their facilities and park in their lots.  This money should go directly towards the government transportation expansion plan.  No tax dollars should be used to foot the bill for any 
transportation expansion in the canyons.  Those who take public transportation would not have any parking fees.  This would could cut down on vehicles in the canyons and put the costs on those who impact the area the most.
I also would recommend looking at the different strategies that have been used in areas of Europe for their ski resorts.  After extensive research you should implement the best one based on the environmental impact towards our watershed and wildlife, the economic 
feasibility on a cost based analysis and a path for continued growth.  The Wasatch should not be for sale, but it can be for rent as long as the landlord (government) holds all the cards.  Local tax payers should not have to foot the bill for any expansion, that should lay at the 
hands of the ski resorts who want more people attending the services that they offer. 

5/1/2015



Not sure but I hope this is the place to make my comments.  If not, please forward to the appropriate place/person.
I am a long-term Park City resident. Owned since 1997 and retired here in 2003.  My wife and I have enjoyed the area since then and are eager to see continued improvement without the over-development and destruction of the ambience that we cherish.  
Traffic: of course, we have noticed the increased congestion and occasional traffic jams and are concerned that the increasing population growth will exacerbate this situation.  However, after having lived in Europe and on the East Coast, we don't think that this is nearly as 
serious a problem as many of our friends and hysterical residents.  Getting to Salt Lake is still relatively easy and access to the airport is the best we've ever had.  So, everybody chill out.
Tunnel: we would love to be able to ski all 7 Wasatch resorts and that would certainly create a world-class  ski area. However, the idea that a tunnel is necessary to accomplish this objective sounds like an overstatement and would be an extremely expensive solution.  We have 
skied the Quatre Valles area in France - Courchevel, Meribel and Val Thorens - those villages are all connected with above ground lifts and should be the model for the Wasatch resorts.  So, it seems to me that an expensive, under-utilized (4 months/year, mainly daylight hours, 
mainly for tourists and skiers, etc...) is not a good idea, nor an effective way to spend anybody's money, public or private.
Public transportation: improved public transportation between Park City and the Salt Lake Valley would benefit all parties.  A system that would be used during the whole year, by tourists and commuters alike would make sense.  I know that there are commuters in both 
directions and I assume that the growth projections show  increasing volumes. Some sort of improved public transportation would be justified.  Just adding lanes to I-80 is not the solution - see Houston - not doing anything also does not work - see Austin.  Maybe extending the 
existing light rail system from the Valley?
Benefits to Park City: I am concerned that just making it easier to bring tourists to Park City for a day or evening and getting them back to Sandy or Draper or ??? would not benefit Park City significantly; in fact, it would just increase the crowds here and not add much to our 
economy.  Tourists need to come here, stay, eat, shop, etc... not just come to play and leave. I understand the issues associated with the access to both Cottonwood Canyons, but that should not be allowed to dominate the planning process.

5/1/2015

Thank you for the work done so far on this plan. I have many comments but I would like to keep things brief and focus on some aspects most important to me.
From the economy system group, I appreciate the goal of improving the quality of experience for residents and visitors, and the metrics of visitors that can reach key destinations without an automobile in less than an hour.
I think it would be extremely beneficial to have a connection between Fashion Place and Big or Little Cottonwood, whether it be a continuation or TRAX or a creation of a light rail transit system. It is very difficult to get to those mountains without a car. I bike everywhere in the 
city and take buses or TRAX when needed, but biking to the mountain and home is exhausting. I live in center city, but for those in downtown or the avenues it is almost impossible.
From the transportation system group, I appreciate the goals of accommodating and encouraging bike and pedestrian use of transportation corridors, and ensuring the transportation experience is safe and promotes health. Sometimes biking is hard because the lanes have 
debris in them or dirt is blown up from passing cars. Increasing the number of protected bike lanes and other options are important to explore.
Providing incentives that Reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) increase safety in addition to improving air quality and other environmental benefits.
I also support increasing the percentage of trips to-and-from mountain destinations accommodated by alternate modes (i.e. non-SOV, mode split) and providing access to a range of destinations (activity and development centers as well as dispersed recreation).

5/1/2015

** I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity.
** I support improved transportation to/from Utah's ski resorts.

5/1/2015

Our response to the Mountain Accord Study
To All Mountain Accord members,
   Thank you, thank you for studying these problems and for trying to come to an agreement. These are the areas that we believe are most important:
·      Protecting the public domain of the Central Wasatch Mountains.
·      Study the impact on the mountains, to protect the watershed, wildlife and environment.
·      Keeping development outside the canyons and retaining the character and quality of the local areas.
·      We heartily agree that we are not Europe, and surely not Colorado, California, or Canada. We should recognize our uniqueness and want to stay that way.
·      Watershed protection is a priority in any mass transit development. Single occupancy vehicular traffic is unacceptable. Park and ride is a necessity.
·      All aspects of avalanche control should be respected, and safety recommendations followed by all citizens & tourists without question.
    All of our canyons are different, and it is fun to be able to decide among friends which area is the consensus for each day. The diversity and beauty of each canyon is not to be overlooked.  We do not need or want overhead snow chairs going by, diminishing our enjoyment of 
the natural beauty. We are used to our canyons and treasure each of them in their natural state. We feel that the resort connection issue has been concocted by the ski business is to appease the affluent as a novelty and to make more money. Let’s leave our canyons alone as 
much as possible and let them retain their quiet beauty, interrupted only by the cascading stream. Let’s not mess with this! Every time we put a stream under a road, we are sorry for its loss. I agree that we should get people to the canyons, not through them. In our family we 
have five generations of environmentalists (we used to call them Nature Lovers).  My grandfather was the foremost naturalist in Salt Lake City at the time with his world-class collections of insects and bird eggs, all categorized by species, date, location, and collector. In my 
grandparents home that is all we heard people talk about – birds, insects & butterflies. School children were invited to see these collections, to identify and to study them. My father carried on all of the traditions of Grandfather. His idea of fun was to go to the “Black Slews” to 
watch for birds. As a young man he wanted some skis, so he had his brother make him some. They were long heavy and had a screw at the front of the ski for winding up rope to go uphill. As a physician and surgeon my father made house calls to patients homes night and day. 
He loved having company on his frequent calls. His enticement on Sunday calls was “ If you come with me we could go up the canyon and watch the birds”. We always took him up on that invitation.Back to the matter at hand – To decrease the need for connections between 
resorts on the Wasatch. Mountain Accord suggests that bus rapid transit, rail, limited single occupancy vehicle use & increased park & ride could be a less invasive abuse of our canyons. This would certainly decrease the need for resort connections. “Any solution that has a 
negative impact on watershed, environment, flora  & fauna would be irresponsible.” I thoroughly agree. As part of the land exchange, I was pleased that Mt. Superior would be protected. I was shocked that anyone could think of desecrating such a magnificent mountain. It 
must never be possible to do so. I believe that it is true that 96% of Utahns agree to protect our wonderful mountains & canyons for all future generations.The Guardsman’s Pass road should be closed in the winter, as is now the practice. Why do we need to connect the ski 
resorts? They are doing fine. An open road in winter only means more development. Please leave Bonanza Flat alone in its beauty for all to see and respond to. The giant hotel almost to Guardsman’s Pass is so insensitive to the land and destroys the awesomeness of reaching 
the pass. Let’s retain Bonanza Flat in a pristine state. Last observation – It is sad that it is now so difficult for young families to be able to ski together at the resorts without spending a fortune. Skiing shouldn’t be just for the wealthy. When I was in High School our parents gave 
us a dollar to go skiing (60 cents for bus fare and 40 cents for rope tow tickets). We packed our own lunches and leaned against our crossed skis to eat lunch. Below us a magnificent view of White Pine in all it’s pristine glory.  We floundered in the powder, the rope tows were 
hard to hold onto, but we were “skiing”.
  Last year I was invited to lunch at Snowbird. After which we were invited to go through the mountain in the new tunnel. On the other side we looked down at White Pine. I felt sad looking at a crisscrossed dirt roads and a maintenance truck.
    Therefore our priorities:·      No tunnels through the mountains.·      No new roads connecting ski areas.·      No overhead lifts connecting canyons.·      Watershed protection as the #1 priority.·      Access to the canyons from the city for all.
  Salt Lakers have always been great picnickers. Its “up the canyon” for brunch with bacon & eggs, biscuits, hot coffee or for steak dinner with freshly cut corn on the cob or a basket of sandwiches. Each time we appreciated our camp spot in the canyon.
   Let’s not hack up the mountains for projects that only reward the privileged few. Each of our canyons is unique and presents a different experience on the ride up. This is very much a part of the pleasure, always amazing, always worthy of our respect.

5/1/2015

There has been too much emphasis placed on business interests and not enough on stewardship and reversing the mistakes of the past.
Billions of Dollars on tunnels and railway lines! Money that will never produce an economic return, even measured in centuries (otherwise private entities would be clamoring to do it). How does that create a sustainable, vibrant economy?
More pandering to a ski industry that has already benefited so much from exclusive use of public land. Look at the valuations now placed on those ski areas!
Look at the maps! Designate what's left for human powered. Require the ski areas to swap their key parcels of land (Grizzly, Emma, Flagstaff) for the land under their ski lifts, or pull out those lifts!
Don't allow the ski areas more land for base area development.
Just congestion charge/price LCC road. The market will find solutions: Uber, Lyft, ride share vans, etc.

5/1/2015

Though I can understand the perspective of people not wishing to see further transportation developments in the Wasatch, I find that viewpoint short sighted. The population of the Wasatch Front and Back has been growing at an amazing rate and shows no signs of 
abatement, due in no small part to the opportunities for easily accessible outdoor recreation. At the same time, traffic congestion, and automobile related pollution threaten everyone’s ability to enjoy these resources. Viewed in this light, it is important for us to look beyond 
short term solutions and look towards sustainable transportation options to get people to their recreation destinations, whether they be modern ski resorts or rustic trail heads. Looking at the mass transit options offered in Europe, Japan, and even nearby in Zion national park 
is essential. Though perhaps initially viewed as inconvenient and environmentally unfriendly, the installation of a train or monorail, and the subsequent ban on all passenger vehicles in our canyons would create a much more streamlined, less environmentally impactful 
commute to our destinations of choice over the long term. Ease of use, affordability, and environmental soundness are paramount to this discussion, as an imbalance of any of these aspects could render the project a failure. All these things considered, however, and the 
Wasatch could provide a model for future urban/outdoor integrations around the world.

5/1/2015

Inherent in utilization of the Wasatch front is access for singletrack mountain bikes, and voidance of motorized intrusion.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

5/1/2015



ust submitted my comments on the webpage, but wanted to make sure they went through.
I am a Salt Lake resident, have been for 18 years. Love the mountains, and glad to see the accord is making best efforts to improve access and preserve our mountains!
I am an avid biker both mountain and road.
I did not read much on how the accord is going to improve road biking conditions up the canyons. I would hope that if rail systems or the like we put into the canyons that bike lanes or wider shoulders could also be integrated.
As for the mountain biking. I feel like salt lake is falling behind on our trails systems. I speak mainly of the shoreline by the U and avenues.  While cities like Draper have made huge improvements, drawing all levels of mountain bikers, and high school teams to their trails, there 
is no real draw to the U shoreline.
I would love to see and be a part of developing similar trails systems to corner canyon here in the Salt Lake hills. Some uphill and downhill specific trails. Some real gradual casual trails and some with berms and rollers.  Is anything in the proposal for such things?
I know I am speaking of an area not on the map, but what are the mountain biking trail improvements for Parleys, or Millcreek, or Cottonwoods?
How about the land from Parleys summit to Lambs canyon on the South side of the freeway? Is that public land?
I often think when I load up with all my biking friends as we travel to Jackson Hole, WY to ride Teton Pass. Why cant we have this same thing in Parley's Canyon? Or East Canyon? Or Emigration Canyon? 
I would love to hear more about the biking plans for these areas and how I can get involved.

5/1/2015

1. “Station stops on a mountain-rail system which would provide reliable, fast, unique, and marketable  transit  to  the  resorts  and  to  major  dispersed  recreation  access  points.  The canyon road would still be open to vehicular traffic.”  
—- This sounds a lot like SkiLink, an idea that was going to do more harm to wilderness areas than it claimed. That idea could not overcome the immense cost of the proposed service and the time it would have taken to go between resorts on either side of the Wasatch. I am 
not sure this new, proposed, rail system will be any better.
2. RE: “The Wasatch trail system…supports a wide variety of recreation uses, including activities such as mountain biking, which have experienced an explosion in use. In some areas, high use is leading to resource degradation, particularly on trails that were not originally 
designed for recreation uses.”  
—- The enhanced trail system should not cross what is now considered the last area of roadless wilderness in the central Wasatch. Any expansion into existing wilderness only threatens watershed and wildlife habitat with human encroachment.
3. I am hesitant to support improving and, especially, connecting the existing regional trail network if that will allow greater access to areas that are currently hard for humans to reach. The increase in traffic will undoubtedly do more harm than good. For example: mountain 
bike trails were built at Dead Horse State Park to accommodate increased numbers of mountain-bikers visiting Moab; however, they have not always stayed on allotted trails and damage to vegetation and the cryptobiotic soil near the path (in addition to trash that is left) is 
plainly visible. There is also the fact that the camping experience for those that are not mountain bikers and who don’t want to be part of that culture, has been irreparably damaged.
4. The concept of “implement an environmental monitoring program and create an adaptive management plan” needs additional explanation. Who will run this program? How will it be funded? Who gets the final say?
5. I heartily support increasing the amount of land under federal protection but how will that be achieved when Utah’s Congressional delegates are actively working to decrease federal land protection?
6. I support using the “Zion vision” for canyon access but what studies have been done regarding additional parking that will be needed to accommodate this plan? This would surely increase pressure on neighborhoods at the mouths of both Little and Big Cottonwood 
canyons, just as the streets in Springdale absorb daily parking for a lot of visitors. Has this been considered?
7. Will any ski permit boundary expansion affect the current wilderness areas?
8. RE: allocating additional water for snow-making — has consideration been given to priorities for access to water if Utah experiences more winters with little snow? What happens if reservoir levels drop and rationing needs to be implemented? Where do ski resorts rank in 
relation to residents in any rationing scheme? (What California is currently going through provides a good lesson.)
9. I completely support the idea protecting and expanding key wildlife corridors.
10. According to the Proposed Blueprint, it appears that the public will have another chance to comment during Phase 2; is this the case?

5/1/2015

I'd like to voice my support for more mtb trail funding. 5/1/2015
While I understand that there is a growing population and that traffic in the Wasatch is expected to increase because of it, but I don't believe Wasatch traffic will increase linearly with population growth. I believe a more in depth study needs to be conducted in order to better 
understand the demographics of the population that is expected to move to the Wasatch front due to economic growth. Only then should a decision be made as to how to handle the increased traffic in the central Wasatch. 
As an avid hiker, backpacker and snowboarder, I don't want any additional transportation added to the central Wasatch. The proposed tunnels, arial trams and light rail systems only serve the ski industry and do not benefit locals. If these systems were to be installed, there is 
no going back to the way that the Wasatch was before. The Wasatch will be forever scarred and the allure that these mountains currently have will be gone. If that happens, there will be no tourists and these transportation systems will become unsustainable and unneeded. 
We are not the Alps. We are not Colorado. We are Utah. If people want to be able to ski several (more than 4) resorts in the same day, let them go to those places. We don't want to be just like those places. That isn't who we are. 
I do not support the mountain accord. Please do not alter the Wasatch!

5/1/2015

The resorts are over crowded as it is, more access will mean even more people. More protection for the environment will be a must but the chances that prolonged upkeep will continue to be funded is a huge risk. Being a horticulturist in park city, I see the extensive damage 
that comes from the tourism market. I would like to see the tourist areas contained not expanded. There must be better ways to increase tourism revenue without building on backcountry that locals value so much.

5/1/2015

We need to protect our watershed from development.  No new construction in the mountains.  The water needs to stay uncontaminated for the benefit of all residents of the valley.  We can continue to enjoy the mountains while maintaining water quality. 5/1/2015

** I support ONE Wasatch and over-the-snow connectivity. 5/1/2015



I fully support better transportation to the Utah sky resorts. This will be stimulus to our local economy. 5/1/2015

I am in support of the ONE WASATCH proposal which provides for easier over the snow connectivity between the Wasatch Front ski areas. Connecting these ski areas, not unlike what has been done (without any impact on water quality/supply and wildlife) in Europe for the 
past 50 years, would provide a competitive advantage to the State of Utah Winter tourism which no other winter destinations in the US could offer or match. I am also in support of each area (Summit County, Little and Big Cottonwood Canyons) seeking transportation 
solutions which would make access to their ski resorts more efficient and more environmentally friendly. I can however not support the idea of rail transportation through tunnels from the Cottonwood Canyons to Summit County. I believe that this idea would be incredibly 
costly and have serious negative impacts on the environment.
Thank you for all the work your group has been doing

5/1/2015

I am in support of the ONE Wasatch Over the Snow proposal to connect ski resorts and provide alternate transportation and connectivity.  Ski area connectivity would help Utah's ski resorts to compete with other ski regions and help Utah's economy. 5/1/2015

I have chosen to live and work near the Wasatch because of the wonderful backcountry recreation opportunities available here.  The Salt Lake Valley is quietly becoming a major tech and innovation hub due to a large influx of young talented people who are attracted to the 
beautiful mountains and the recreational opportunities they provide.  Please don't shut us all out of the backcountry in order to appease a few land owners.
The Wasatch is one of the top backcountry skiing locations in the world.  Please do not ruin this unique resource.
P S   Please  no interconnect!  Save Grizzly Gulch!

5/1/2015

I do not support connecting resorts as it will destroy my back country skiing experience 5/1/2015
I support One Wasatch over the snow connection of the ski areas. It would help the Utah economy grow, it would not interfere with back country skiers as it is all on private land.
I do not support the tunnel plan to Park City or the trains up LCC.

5/1/2015

I feel connecting the ski resorts should have been done 20 years ago! Lets rip the Band-Aid off and get this done! We could rival the ski experience in Europe with the connection. I dont think a tunnel should be ruled out to keep the ridge lines "clean" . Start thinking 50 years 
down the road not just about tomorrow. Im a parent that drives my kid to LCC every weekend and the traffic is unhealthy and unneeded . Thanks for your consideration

5/1/2015

I support greater connectivity between the Utah ski resorts in the Wastach range.  I do not believe the aerial connection alternatives (gondola, trams) between Little and Big Cottonwood Canyons and the eastern Wasatch should be dropped from future study in favor of 
expensive rail and tunnel systems.  
Currently most of the transportation problems are in the winter peak season.
Aerial connections have proven to provide the most economical and environmentally friendly transportation links connecting ski resorts and mountain villages throughout Europe, over a number of years.  In the winter, they are an extension of the existing lift systems, in the 
summer they provide a scenic excursion.  
More consideration needs to be given as to who would likely be the main users of these systems before vast amounts of public money are spent on providing connections that may not be attractive to the end users.
The most likely users of connections between the ski areas are destination visitors staying in one location who would like the opportunity to ski at the other resorts during their stay.  Transit options that provide better links from the airport to the resorts will be the most 
successful in convincing these guests that they do not need to rent a vehicle for the duration of their vacation.  Aerial links between the ski areas will help Utah compete against other international destinations with large ski circuses. 
Utah residents with second homes are most likely to use their car to take their family to the resort where they own a second home.  Once at the resort, an aerial connection would be an attractive way for them to experience one of the other ski areas.  The presence of these 
connection might make the decision to purchase more attractive.
Utah day skiers are more likely to go to one resort for the day and return home, so are less likely to care about connections between the resorts.  They want the most economical and shortest trip from their home to the resort of their choice and the transit options must 
provide this if they are to be convinced to leave their car at home.  The cost of transit must be less than the cost to drive and park before people will give up the convenience of the car.

5/1/2015

I support improved transportation to/from Utah's ski resorts. That may be as simple as increasing bus options in the Canyons. Right now, I don’t think they accommodate busy days very well. 5/1/2015
I would like to say that I support ONE Wasatch and the over-the-snow connectivity. I also support the  improved transportation to/from Utah's ski resorts, which will help all Utahan's that love to Ski/Ride 5/1/2015
Join up the resorts Park City, The Canyons, Deer Valley etc and make the resorts world class! 5/1/2015
Hello.
These are my thoughts regarding your proposals. I think that no matter what you do, you need to at the very least offset your actions. I want to see investing into renewable energy sources. I want to see that you offset carbon emissions with your financial gains. Anything that 
you do not offset will come at a cost to the population. We have extraordinary leaders such as Elon Musk who are doing their best to further this earth and to save it from human irresponsibility and I want to see that you guys do the same. You are in a powerful position, and 
you have the chance to do something great.
I support your ideas, but I want to see it done properly. I can only feel good about your efforts if they take us one step closer to a sustainable planet. If you do not at least fully cover your environmental and social cost (pollution, resources used, health problems due to bad air), 
then you are taking us one step backwards. You have to believe me when I say that my generation is literally fighting for the future. I am 20 years old and come from a family that is heavily involved in Global sustainability issues ranging from packaging to sustainable business 
initiatives with Al Gore. 
If you want to be accepted by the forward thinking leaders of this community, you will need to bring us one step closer to a sustainable planet. Remember that.

5/1/2015



We are in a drought cycle.  It is not the first; and even if it abates, it will not be the last.  The current drought cycle amply illustrates that the common interest which should unite all, residents and visitors alike, is the availability of sufficient water of an acceptable quality.  Water 
trumps all, even economic development and, in my view, even the serious concerns over air quality.  Mountain Accord cannot please everyone, nor satisfy all competing interests; hence it must prioritize; and it must place water resources at the top of its priorities. 
One might say that the uses of the central Wasatch are both “secular” and “sacred”.   I would label as “secular” those purposes which engage with the Wasatch for the economic value of its resources; and as “sacred”  in some sense those purposes which engage with the 
Wasatch primarily for non-economic values.  It has long served both secular and sacred purposes, and should continue to do so.  But all such engagements must yield to its  most fundamental and universally needed function, that of providing the residents of Salt Lake and 
Summit and Utah and Wasatch Counties with water.  After providing and protecting this four-county water supply, the other secular and sacred purposes should be prioritized.  
The Wasatch has limits.  It has geographical limits, and it has precipitation limits.  No amount of wishing or planning is going to increase either.  The challenge to the growing communities that surround the Wasatch is not merely to balance the many competing uses of the 
Wasatch; but also to limit some, and even deny some.  All uses of the Wasatch must yield to those limits.  The Mountain Accord blueprint assumes that those limits have not yet been reached.  For lower priority purposes, those limits may have already been reached.  For higher 
priority purposes, there may be room yet for more demands to be placed on this unique local resource.
I have read that everyone has the right to visit Yellowstone Park, but not all at the same time.  That means that when more access is sought than the resource can withstand, management must directly or indirectly limit access.  This is a fact already well known in many 
contexts.  Visitors to Zions National Park leave their cars at the entrance and ride a shuttle.  Visitors to Hwy 150 , the Mirror Lake road, are assessed a user fee if doing anything other than passing thru.  Grand Canyon hikers and Green River runners are required to submit to a 
lottery system to obtain permits.  The best way to minimize the degradation of our central Wasatch resource in the face of growing uses is to limit access, meaning both traffic access and development access.  There is ample evidence that improved access generally means more 
use of that access, after which crowds will enlarge and uses proliferate.  Often it follows that the very resources for which access was expanded are stressed and degraded in quality.
I suggest that: 1) the top priority should be water resource preservation for all who depend on it; 2) a second priority should be the preservation of the existing balance of various uses, both “sacred” and “secular”; and 3) the preservation of this marvelous area is best 
accomplished by discouraging the expansion of transportation infrastructure (no tunnels, no trams).   Instead, allow a modest increase in overall usage by finding ways to better use the existing infrastructure (a bus system which serves both destination users (skiers) and 
dispersed users (non-skiers).  Then the inevitable use of public funds will benefit a larger segment of the local public than the tunnel and tram proposals, which would likely involve the use of public funds for the primary purpose of providing privately owned resorts with 
another national marketing message, and expanding rather than limiting the already growing pressures on the central Wasatch.  


5/1/2015

Dear Mountain Accord Committee;
            Over the last few months I have spent time attending the public hearings and interviewing Salt Lake Residents and Athletes. Over the last few months, I have developed a great appreciation for everything done by Mountain Accord and all the future plans you have in 
mind. After learning about what Mountain Accord is about, I am in great favor of it, preserving our lands, increasing transportation, boosting the economy, and maintaining recreation. However, when presenting the topic to others, I have found many people are misinformed. 
With so many propositions like Ski Link and One Wasatch being presented, Salt Lake Residents seem to believe this is just another one of those plans. For school, I was asked to do a report on something local, something we care about, something that affects us all citizens of 
Salt Lake. For my report I opted to present Mountain Accord. I have put together a report that is easy to read for those that do not know what Mountain Accord is about. I chose to do this, because after almost three hours of trying to understand the blueprint, I was still lost. 
For me, the only way I was actually able to understand what Mountain Accord is about, was through attendance to the meetings.
            Increasing the understanding of Mountain Accord is just about the only downfall I see to the plan. Many people do not understand the information they are being presented with, and it blurs their opinion on the matter. In hopes of giving a clearer view of the 
proposition at hand, I put together a representation of the blueprint, and developed a video explaining Mountain Accord. I spent multiple hours on this each week; to make me best understand the topic.
            I grew up here in Utah, at the base of Little Cottonwood Canyon to be precise. I love living here, this is one of the most beautiful places in the country, but it is a shame to see how we are treating the environment. I always thought there were too many vehicles traveling 
up the canyon, and I am happy to see there is a plan to change that. One thing I do not agree with though, is the idea to put in a train system. The installation of a train would require the extinction of vehicle traffic traveling these roads. There is not the room for a train, but I 
think the idea is great. If you were to build on the road, it would work, but then you would eliminate cars, which I AM IN FAVOR OF. Think of Zions, half the park is ONLY accessible by transportation provided for by the park, that’s how it should be here. Let’s change this world.
            I would love to get more involved with Mountain Accord, if there is anything more I can please contact me at hunterbrighton@gmail.com or cell: 801-455-9021
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uH3ZPtU_nVg

5/1/2015

The following attached letter had been published in the Park Record.  Both Park City and Summit County appear to be wrestling with staying involved.  I truly feel this has to be examined further with the community involved, especially the tunnel.  I get the feeling that after this 
public input phase we will no longer have a say.  Many of my community members in Park City feel you made your mind up already and the many meetings were just for show.  Please prove me wrong.

5/1/2015

just wanted to express my support for improved transportation and connectivity among Utah ski areas. 
Thank you,

5/1/2015

Keep up the great work !  My kids and I enjoy the freedom and mobility from the service !! 5/1/2015
Please complete this plan ASAP and limit vehicles in our canyons. 
Thank You!

5/1/2015

 I have a few comments I would like to make.
1   I feel that it is important to keep the canyons and Wasatch back separated. Each area has its own character and history. I don't want park City to take over Big Cottonwood. We should keep areas for locals rather than sell everything for the top dollar, I guess money usually 
wins out, but planning can steer development or preservation.
2   I am OK with some expansion at the ski areas, I feel it can be done without affecting back country adversely. Example Snowbird going into upper American Fork versus going into White Pine. With increasing population the areas will need to expand or new areas open 
(Kennicott has some nice terrain)
3  The best public transportation would be more bus service with more areas to park in the valley. The ski areas could have incentives for ride share and disincentives for single drivers. It will be hard to get people out of cars, I often bring two pairs of skis, hard to do on a 
bus.Thank you for your consideration,

5/1/2015

I want to voice my strongest opposition to the Mountain Accord. No trains, not now, not ever! The proposal will allow more destruction in Little Cottonwood Canyon than what 2 atom bombs did in WWll on Japan. How can it be a good thing? Greed and profiteering are the 
true motives. Throwing in a miniscule amount of enticements to joe average citizen to lull us to sleep while you wreak havoc on our lives now, and destroy the native beauty of this canyon for all future generations should be a criminal offense for all parties involved who are 
elected officials, government employees, and private citizens who will profit from this. Then see who wants it. 

5/1/2015

The mountain accord appears to be a genuine effort to balance protection of sensitive lands with economic and transportation development. Some of the stories I hear about roller coasters crossing the access road etc. really concern me. I am a big believer in master planning. I 
would only suggest everyone go slow. Plan for the protection of the lands first. Restrict the number of cars allowed in the canyon, if needed. Provide high quality public transit. I remember someone even considering a cog-train for Little Cottonwood Canyon and eliminate cars 
all together. 
These precious mountains are all of our responsibility to preserve whether we use them or not

5/1/2015



Mountain Accord,
My name is Andrew Berwald, and I lived in SLC for 4 years and moved away to California for work last June.  During my time in Salt Lake, I spent a great deal of it in the Wasatch and I enjoyed my time there thoroughly.  I was a season pass holder all four years and I did a lot of 
hiking in the Spring, Summer and Fall seasons.  The accessible hiking, world-class skiing, and natural serenity provided by the mountains are what I think about most when looking back on my time spent in Utah.  I hold the Wasatch Mountains very dearly.
I know an out-of-towner’s opinion may not matter as much as others, but I cannot support expansion of resorts or tunneling through the mountains.  The Wasatch Mountains are an invaluable resource that needs to be protected at all costs.  They are not simply an economic 
tool, they are the foundation on which the entire Salt Lake area is built.  They need to be held in reverence, and not seen as an exploitable commodity.  They provide the water, recreation, spiritual sanctuary, inspiration, humility and so much more for the local community – 
not to mention the habitat for the plants and animals that preserve the value of the mountain range.
I realize there is a very significant effort from the ski resort companies to develop and further expand into neighboring territory, but this very simply needs to be kept to a minimum.  They already have a very significant presence in the mountain range (please see attached 
picture if you need to be reminded of their proximity and footprint).  Allowing further expansion and connection of these resorts would further the impact that they already have on the Wasatch.  The gaps between the resorts need to stay to allow for animal travel, and the 
resorts are definitely already big enough.  Look at the size of Canyons on the attached map.  That place is already a giant ski resort, even before it is attached to PCMR.
Please do not be swayed by the starry projections of jobs and revenue made by the resorts.  I don’t deny that it is a powerful marketing campaign, but the jobs will only see a temporary spike and the Wasatch simply cannot endure further long-term stress placed by the ski 
resorts.  These aren’t the Alps.  They aren’t even the Rockies of Summit County or the Sierras of California and Nevada.  They are the Wasatch – a small mountain range that is already very crowded.  The natural resources of the Wasatch need to be preserved at all costs, 
especially with the threat of drought and climate change looming over the Southwest US.
I will be back to ski at Snowbird and other resorts as much as possible as I go through my life.  I love the Wasatch Mountains and the Salt Lake City area.  However, I do not know if I will be able to keep that promise if they are further “developed” by the ski resorts.  This is not 
development.  It is consumption of a limited and invaluable resource.  I’ve read the plans laid out by the Mountain Accord and I cannot stand behind any further resort expansion or tunnels in the Wasatch.  The resorts provide a great place for families and friends to get 
together and recreate with each other.  However, we need to be clear.  This is not development; it is consumption.  The Wasatch has taken millions of years to develop.  We would be fools to destroy it in such a short timespan as the era of ski resorts.

5/2/2015

I appreciate the perceived need to provide more transit service up little cottonwood canyon. Alta and snowbird only reach peak capacity 6-10 days per year, less on years like this past winter. I feel the people associated with mountain accord would like to see the train system, 
a major and grandiose plan and criminally expensive. A few extra buses on the busy days may help those that don't drive well in snow. However, this is a WINTER sport and snowy roads happen. My comment is to be conservative. The two resorts receive a majority of their 
customers from the local residents in the valley and anything more costly and / inconvenient will lose revenue for the resorts. Skiing is already expensive enough for the locals, who earn much less income than do east and west coast residents. Unfortunately automobiles  are 
the fastest, most convenient and least expensive transportation method we have. And this can be verified by a UTA publication of just a few years ago. And interestingly enough, in a town meeting with one of our state representative last week, he basically knew nothing about 
the mountain accords proposals. Unfortunately government does need to be involved to some degree, as do the voters. Please be conservative and leave the road as is. A guardrail would really help in regards to safety. Thank you. 

5/2/2015

This comment is coming in a day late and may be voided for that reason. Here's hoping it will somehow still make it's way into the pool:
Skiing in resorts is wonderful and valuable to Utah's economy.
Skiing in the backcountry is wonderful and valuable to Utah's economy.
Backcountry needs protection. Equipment advancement is making backcountry skiing more popular than ever.
Please add provisions that would ensure grizzly gulch, patsy marley, wolverine cirque and that section of the Wasatch is protected from development.
Thank you. I love Utah. Moved here from Washington over a decade ago and I never want to leave.

5/2/2015

To: Mountain Accord Comments. We have studied the proposals regarding the Wasatch area. Our concerns are: Sacrificing  the irreplaceable beauty and natural resources for the sake of more development. Allowing further development to dictate the need for additional 
roads, tunnels and bike lanes. Planning large changes accommodating "dreaming big". We are not anti-development, but hope the parties involved will consider: "Dreaming small" - protecting our envionrment by expanding wilderness areas. Dropping the idea of a ski 
interconnect proposed by ski resorts. Establishing trail repairs on a regular schedule. Using established boundaries to keep exsiting ski resorts from expansion. Not expanding transportation into existing wilderness areas. Ensuring year-round recreational activities rather than 
focusing solely on winter sports. Honoring the stewardship we have to keep our natural areas of beauty and wildlife pristine. Rehabilitating and restoring those areas which have been allowed to deteriorate. Once changes and expansion has happened, what it replaces is gone 
and no amount of work, regret or commitment will bring it back. Retaining existing public lands rather then diminishing the areas for economic gain. We have lived in this area since 1961; we have skied, hiked and camped throughout the entire state and consider the Wasatch 
area one of Utah's greatest assets. Native Utahans and tourists new to the area deserve to see and ejoy it as it is; minimal changes will be welcomed, but the new "exotic" changes are an insult to those who cam here hundereds of years and established a place like no other in 
the world. PLEASE "DREAM SMALL" or at least "SMALLER". Thank you for all the hard work, hearings and meetings to inform the public on this most important issue. And thank you for allowing comments beyonf the initial deadline. We appreciate this accommodation.

5/2/2015

To: Mountain Accord Comments. We have studied the proposals regarding the Wasatch area. Our concerns are: Sacrificing  the irreplaceable beauty and natural resources for the sake of more development. Allowing further development to dictate the need for additional 
roads, tunnels and bike lanes. Planning large changes accommodating "dreaming big". We are not anti-development, but hope the parties involved will consider: "Dreaming small" - protecting our envionrment by expanding wilderness areas. Dropping the idea of a ski 
interconnect proposed by ski resorts. Establishing trail repairs on a regular schedule. Using established boundaries to keep exsiting ski resorts from expansion. Not expanding transportation into existing wilderness areas. Ensuring year-round recreational activities rather than 
focusing solely on winter sports. Honoring the stewardship we have to keep our natural areas of beauty and wildlife pristine. Rehabilitating and restoring those areas which have been allowed to deteriorate. Once changes and expansion has happened, what it replaces is gone 
and no amount of work, regret or commitment will bring it back. Retaining existing public lands rather then diminishing the areas for economic gain. We have lived in this area since 1961; we have skied, hiked and camped throughout the entire state and consider the Wasatch 
area one of Utah's greatest assets. Native Utahans and tourists new to the area deserve to see and ejoy it as it is; minimal changes will be welcomed, but the new "exotic" changes are an insult to those who cam here hundereds of years and established a place like no other in 
the world. PLEASE "DREAM SMALL" or at least "SMALLER". Thank you for all the hard work, hearings and meetings to inform the public on this most important issue. And thank you for allowing comments beyonf the initial deadline. We appreciate this accommodation.

5/2/2015

Hello Mountain Accord: DAVE is the best alternative.
I have lived in SLC most of my life, and support full public access to the backcountry. These are our public lands, and I feel it is appropriate to maintain public access. I support protection of the watershed in the strongest terms, we need that water! 
I do NOT support the commercial development of these public lands, no interconnecting all the ski resorts. Alta and Snowboard are connected now, and the high lift ticket prices effectively limit most of the public from using this access. In addition, if you use the Alta/Snowbird 
access route, you spend most of your day going between resorts, not skiing. I think it is not reasonable for skiers to travel between resorts in Park City and the Cottonwood canyons in one day. Much of the day would be spent in traveling from one resort to another. 
Please do not trade in our wilderness, watershed and public access for the commercial gain of a few. Please leave the lands and water the way it is for my children.

I believe that what is valuable and unique about the central Wasatch Cottonwood Canyons is that they contain ski areas in an essentially wilderness environment.  There  is a carrying capacity to the Cottonwood Canyons, mostly in  terms of automobile travel traffic and areas 
given over to parking. I think the proposals that would increase development beyond current ski area base facilities should be avoided to preserve watershed protection and the long term value of the Cottonwood Canyons. Resort development can be accommodated in the 
Park City area as our ski Utah marketing efforts and preservation and conservation of the Cottonwood Canyons should be the overarching priorities for them. Transportation improvements should aim to reduce auto use by a program of incentives for public transit and 
disincentives for auto use in the Cottonwood Canyons and not as development inducing infrastructure. A dedicated lane shuttle system would serve our needs better than a billion dollar train system that would encourage additional development in the Cottonwoods. Thank 
you for undertaking this critical planning effort.

I have lived in SLC most of my life, and support full public access to the backcountry. These are our public lands, and I feel it is appropriate to maintain public access. I support protection of the watershed in the strongest terms, we need that water! 
I do NOT support the commercial development of these public lands, no interconnecting all the ski resorts. Alta and Snowboard are connected now, and the high lift ticket prices effectively limit most of the public from using this access. In addition, if you use the Alta/Snowbird 
access route, you spend most of your day going between resorts, not skiing. I think it is not reasonable for skiers to travel between resorts in Park City and the Cottonwood canyons in one day. Much of the day would be spent in traveling from one resort to another. 
Please do not trade in our wilderness, watershed and public access for the commercial gain of a few. Please leave the lands and water the way it is for my children.

I believe that what is valuable and unique about the central Wasatch Cottonwood Canyons is that they contain ski areas in an essentially wilderness environment.  There  is a carrying capacity to the Cottonwood Canyons, mostly in  terms of automobile travel traffic and areas 
given over to parking. I think the proposals that would increase development beyond current ski area base facilities should be avoided to preserve watershed protection and the long term value of the Cottonwood Canyons. Resort development can be accommodated in the 
Park City area as our ski Utah marketing efforts and preservation and conservation of the Cottonwood Canyons should be the overarching priorities for them. Transportation improvements should aim to reduce auto use by a program of incentives for public transit and 
disincentives for auto use in the Cottonwood Canyons and not as development inducing infrastructure. A dedicated lane shuttle system would serve our needs better than a billion dollar train system that would encourage additional development in the Cottonwoods. Thank 
you for undertaking this critical planning effort.



I have lived in Utah for over 60 years and have used the Wasatch Canyons extensively.  I am most familiar with Little Cottonwood Canyon.
1. General Comments:
a.  Not all interests are equal. The Blueprint needs a strong statement that the environmental health of the Wasatch is the first and dominant priority, and that all other elements are conditional upon satisfaction of this goal.
b. Timing of implementation of the Plan.  There are many moving parts and the entire plan obviously cannot be implemented at one time. Parts that may be easy to implement must be carefully considered and perhaps intentionally held off until other critical elements are 
implemented. It would not serve the interests of the public if land swaps and additional building of rooms and cabins proceed but the transportation plan is never implemented due to funding and political concerns. 
c. Timing of implementation of the Plan. Parts of the plan may be implemented on an interim basis. For example, a tariff on traffic in Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons could be implements in very short order. This could serve as funding source for longer term transportations 
needs. 
2. Interim Transportation Fixes
There are things that could be done to help reduce traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon in the near future. 
a. A toll booth could be installed, similar to Millcreek Canyon. The fee could be waived for those with multiple riders in a car. This would reduce traffic, help push users into busses, and also start to raise funds to one day make a more permanent solution to traffic.
b. Pay to park. When I used by Mountain Collective pass at Snowmass last year, the parking lot attendant said “That will be $20, oh wait, I see there are four in the car. No charge after all.” Aspen has reduced traffic my charging for parking and pushing more folks into fewer 
vehicles.  A canyon toll or pay to park would do the same. And it is inexpensive to implement. 
3. Light Rail Transit to the Ski Resorts.
Is a light rail train connecting the Salt Lake valley to the resorts in Little and Big Cottonwood Canyons a good idea? There are some positives. I believe it would work well in the wintertime to get skier to the resorts. 
There is one overarching negative to the proposal (assuming cost of construction is no object). A train station at Alta connecting Alta to the entire population of Salt Lake Valley would focus too many summertime mountain visitors in a single location. If the light rail system 
were built, some visitors would go to Snowbird and some onto Big Cottonwood Canyon, but a very large number would likely go to Alta to begin their recreational activity there. The fragile ecosystems at Alta could not withstand this onslaught of visitors. Alta will continue to 
receive many visitors in the summer whether a light rail system is build or not. However cars and busses that can stop anywhere would result in a greater distribution of hikers and bikers and other visitors than a light rail system. 
For this reason alone I question the advisability of the light rail proposal. The winter transportation needs could be met with busses coupled with varies regulations such as tolls or the mandating no private vehicles in the canyons. Private vehicle and busses that can distribute 
the impact on the canyon uses in the summer months is better than a light rail system concentrating all visitors into just a few locations. 
4. Proposed Land Exchange with the Forest Service and Alta Ski Lifts
Alta Ski Lifts proposes to exchange with the Forest Service approximately 440 acres of land on various steep slopes surrounding Alta for approximately 160 acres of flat land on the valley floor. Alta Ski Lifts is proposing that it will not exchange land it owns in Grizzly Gulch at 
this time. At the information session I attended Alta Ski Lifts argued that it needed Grizzly Gulch in order to build an above ground connection to the resorts in Big Cottonwood, and that if, as and when a tunnel from Little Cottonwood to Brighton was constructed Alta Ski Lifts 
would be willing to give up its holdings in Grizzly Gulch since the tunnel connection would forever eliminate the need for an above ground connection.
There are several problems with the proposal:
a) Valuation issues. The land on the valley floor is much, much, much more valuable that the land that Alta proposes to exchange.  The land Alta Ski Lifts proposes to exchange is completely unbuildable. It consists of a steep slope of land near the face of Devils Castle and land 
on the north side of the valley that is sometimes referred to as the Emma Mine land. In contrast, the land on the valley floor is buildable. There is a sewer line there. Zoning regulations are fluid and could easily be adjusted to allow all types of buildings in addition to the 100 
plus unit hotel that Alta Ski Lifts has identified. Arguments that water concerns will prevent building the valley are based only on political arguments about the water, not any actual limit on water or ownership or regulations that could not be changed. An entire “Solitude-type” 
base village could be constructed on the 160 acre valley floor that Alta Ski Lifts hopes to end up with.

It is difficult to imagine an appraiser valuing the unbuildable slopes Alta Ski Lifts owns as equivalent to the value of the 160 acres on the valley floor. If I personally were offered a choice between purchasing 2 acres of land on the valley floor at Alta (part of the 160 under 
consideration), or purchasing 80 acres of land on the face of Devil Castle at the same price, the decision would be a no brainer. Let me buy the 2 acres parcel and pass on the 80 acre parcel. 
The solution is to exchange only an amount of land on the valley floor that is equivalent in value to the 440 acres Alta Ski Lifts hopes to exchange. If the value of the 440 acres is equivalent to 10 acres on the valley floor, let Alta Ski Lifts trade for a 10 acres parcel. If the value of 
the 440 acres is equivalent to 30 acres on the valley floor, let Alta Ski Lifts trade for a 30 acres parcel. Don’t get locked into the 160 acres proposal until value is established. 
b) The land belonging to the Schrontz Estate. Alta Ski Lifts briefly owned a 25 acre parcel of private land adjacent to the 160 acre valley floor proposed in the exchange. The land is to the east of the valley floor in Albion Basin and is now owned by the heirs of Jodie Schrontz. 
The Schrontz Estate is hoping to sell 10 home sites on the land. The best information I have is that they have successfully permitted the subdivision of the property and that the value each home site is well in excess of $1,000,000. 
The value of this land should be considered by the appraiser when considering the value of the 160 acre parcel that Alta Ski Lifts hopes to acquire through exchange. 
The Shrontz heirs should be approached to see if they have any interest in exchanging their land for and parcel of equal value on the valley floor. Alta Ski Lifts is not necessarily the only party with land to exchange for the very valuable valley floor land. Concentrated 
development on 25 acres on the valley floor could perhaps be even more valuable to the Shrontz Estate than 10 single family homes on a slope in Albion Basin. Concentrating development on the valley floor and preserving the 25 acre site proposed for development by the 
Shrontz Estate would be in keeping with the environmental principles of the Mountain Accord. 
c) Value of Grizzly Gulch lands owned by Alta.
Alta Ski Lifts’ proposal to exchange the Grizzly Gulch land only after its knows a tunnel will be constructed to connect Alta and Big Cottonwood Canyon. This makes little or no sense. First, if Alta Ski Lifts has already somehow acquired the entire 160 valley floor before they 
know that a tunnel will be built, then there is not further land for them to acquire in exchange for their Grizzly Gulch lands. Second, Alta Ski Lifts existing ski lifts are build on Forest Service lands. There is no reason they need to hold onto the Grizzly Gulch lands in order to build 
a ski lift in Grizzly Gulch. It could be build on Forest Service Lands. 
Thank you for considering these comments. I have not participated in the meetings envisioning Alta’s future and there add no comments on Alta beyond those above.



Laynee Jones
Mountain Accord Program Manager
375 West 200 South, Ste. 2075
Salt Lake City, UT  84101
Dear Ms. Jones:
Thank you for the opportunity to offer comment on the Mountain Accord Draft Blueprint.  It is commendable to have gotten to this point considering the complexities of the issues, the heartfelt concern for the Central Wasatch, the environmental concerns, and the economic 
considerations at stake.   I hope that my comments will be of some use.  From 2002 to 2008, I served as the Salt Lake District Ranger and following that I was the National Winter Sports Manager for the Forest Service until retiring in 2013.  Prior to that, I worked for nearly 20 
years on ski area and community development projects in Colorado.  I view the entire Mountain Accord process, including the draft Blueprint as remarkable and something I did not see in over 30 years with the agency.  While my section-by-section comments below do include 
some areas of personal support, I felt that focusing more on areas of concern might be of more utility in crafting the final Blueprint and as information to carry forward into Phase 2. 
A. Environment A large part of - and potentially the entire - Land Protection program appears to depend on a tenuous real estate transaction whereby ski areas would exchange 2,150 acres of land they own for 258 acres of land currently owned by the Federal government 
around the base of the various ski areas.  While it is a reasonable goal for the Forest Service to exchange out of lands that have essentially lost their natural character and that are difficult for manage as wildlands, agency requirements for land exchanges are incredibly complex 
and time-consuming efforts and frequently are never consummated.  This will especially be the case given the status of Federal lands in the Cottonwood Canyons and applicable Federal laws and regulations and should be somehow recognized in the final Blueprint in order to 
manage stake-holder expectations.
Forest Service regulations requires following the strict requirements of the Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land Acquisition, U.S. Department of Justice and the Appraisal Institute, and that land exchanges be conducted on an equal value basis (36 CFR 254.3(c)).  Even 
legislatively mandated typically carry these requirements.  Location and existing local land use ordinances are extremely important in appraising a parcel’s fair market value.  Many of the ski areas’ holdings are in steep, relatively isolated locations making them difficult, perhaps 
even impossible, to develop.  As such, they would have a relatively low value compared to many Federal land parcels at base areas.  
Many of the private lands in the Cottonwood Canyons – including those owned by ski areas - have multiple owners.  Frequently, parties who assert they own a particular property actually only own a portion of the surface estate and the rest of the title is held by various other 
owners.  In many cases, the mineral rights are owned by an entirely separate group of owners.  Forest Service policy strongly discourages acquiring partial ownership of lands that are encumbered in this way, but even if it does it would seriously diminish the appraised value of 
the property offered.  Also, these properties could be encumbered by reserved and outstanding access rights that other property owners nearby have.  Acquiring less than the “full bundle” of property rights could create future management headaches for the Forest Service and 
should not be considered as a part of any exchange. 
Improving National Forest “manageability” by acquiring contiguous parcels to provide for a more or less homogenous ownership pattern is also an important consideration in determining whether the agency would initiate a land exchange process.  It is not clear that this 
would be the case with the exchange outlined in the Blueprint and it appears that in some cases the agency might acquire more management problems than benefits and in some cases further complicate ownership patterns.
B. Recreation The non-Wilderness portions of Cottonwood Canyons would clearly benefit from designation as a National Recreation Area.  This designation would help to ensure consistent management and that the area gets the attention it deserves.  However, this and other 
designations typically do not ensure increased Federal funding for administration and maintenance, and the increased visitation that would result could present additional challenges.  Most of the other potential designations, such as Wilderness, National Conservation Area, 
and National Monument do not seem suitable options, especially on the scale of the entire Central Wasatch. 
Simply “exploring” user fee options doesn’t address the historic shortfall in funding for operation and maintenance.  In addition, user fees are a contentious issue nationally for Federal land management agencies and in the end may not viable.
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Constructing new trail segments for a better connected regional system is a worthwhile goal.  However, maintenance of existing trails is already lagging far behind the needs, and in places these deteriorated segments are adversely affecting the environment, including the 
watershed.  Without a guaranteed funding mechanism for maintenance, this situation could easily worsen by increasing trail mileage. 
The draft Blueprint seems to assume that user-created impacts can be addressed simply by improvements to mass transit and by focusing new recreation development at currently developed sites – primarily ski areas.  Though worthwhile, these steps are unlikely to mitigate 
the looming grow and impacts.  Some ski areas already offer summer programs, but often it is not the type of recreation activities that users are seeking.  While difficult and inherently subjective, any long term effort to address user-created impacts will fall short without 
assessing the carrying capacity of the limited land base in the Cottonwood Canyons to support ever growing recreation demands.
It is unfortunate that the Mountain Accord process did not examine other types of recreation uses and facilities in the Cottonwood Canyons.  Specifically, motorized trail use, developed campgrounds, and picnicking and other developed day use is not addressed.  These uses 
and facilities also have environmental impacts, the demand for more of this type of recreation is increasing, and they sometimes interact with uses that are addressed in Blueprint.  The Mountain Accord process could have been a forum to discuss whether there should be 
more of these types of facilities, whether some should be closed and rehabilitated, and whether motorized recreation should even be allowed in the Cottonwood Canyons. 
C. Economy The measures identified to preserve community character and quality of life, such as some of the mass transit improvements, thoughtful design of infrastructure, and developing funding sources for environmental protection are commendable.
In large part, the foundation of Mountain Accord seems based on the need to respond to a rapidly growing population and recreation demands in the Central Wasatch and protect its environmental qualities.  It should be recognized that additional recreation developments 
and taking steps “to ensure that Ensure Utah’s tourism market is competitive now and into the future” will likely add more fuel to fire and is to some degree at cross purposes with the stated need for Mountain Accord.   
D. Transportation I support transit incentives, year-round bus service in the Cottonwood Canyons, improved transit service on existing roadways in the Salt Lake Valley and between the Salt Lake Valley and Summit County, and in Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons.
I do not support a transit connection in the Little Cottonwood/Park City corridor.  Other than for improved marketing, none of the Mountain Accord documentation provides any justification for this, whether the connections would be by highway, rail, tunnel, car, bus, gondola, 
or chairlift.  
Especially in Little Cottonwood Canyon, the most critical and well-documented need is for a road system that is reliable and safe from avalanches and that doesn’t rely on military artillery.  While effective, artillery avalanche control still requires shutting down the highway for 
extended periods, but in addition it is a program that is entirely dependent on the U.S. Army for its continuation.  Measures such as bridges and well-designed snowsheds could do much to mitigate the avalanche hazard to cars and buses.  These measures would be costly, but 
do not begin to compare to the cost for other measures described in the Blueprint, such as tunnels.  Yet, improving the reliability and safety of State Highway 210 is scarcely mentioned in Mountain Accord documents.
E.  Proposed Next StepsCompleting Blueprint will represent a remarkable accomplishment, given the number and disparate interests of the stakeholders and it will provide excellent information to carry into the NEPA process (Phase 2).  However, because it packages so many 
different, often unrelated, sometimes tenuous components, and with multiple parties responsible for implementation, the Blueprint will present an immense challenge to process under NEPA.  In addition, some aspects of the Mountain Accord process may actually prove 
problematic for when an EIS is prepared:
 The large expenditure of time and money to prepare the Blueprint and reach a consensus agreement may raise questions about whether an EIS process can be objectively conducted.  In addition, it is unclear whether the agreement will stand if some components of it cannot 

be implemented because of environmental considerations, cost, or a disagreement among one or more of the responsible parties.    
 Before an agency agrees to initiate an environmental review under NEPA, it should be convinced there is in fact a public “purpose and need” for a project(s).  For many of the potential actions, the draft Blueprint doesn’t do this and the Forest Service has long avoided using 

maintaining/improving a State’s, region or permit holder’s competitive position as sufficient evidence of purpose and need.
 At various points along the way and likely in an understandable attempt to bolster participation, the Mountain Accord process stressed the importance of the Blueprint and tended to portray Phase 2 as something of a formality.  For example, the Blueprint noted that the 

Transit range of alternatives would be finalized and then the EIS process initiated.  Yet NEPA regulations describe the Alternatives section as “the heart of an EIS” (40 CFR §1502.13) and that this should come after the scoping that’s completed as part of the NEPA process.  
While extremely useful, it wouldn’t be appropriate to shortcut NEPA scoping or constrain the range of NEPA alternatives simply because of what’s been accomplished through Mountain Accord.
Thanks again the opportunity to participate.



MOUNTAIN ACCORD: THE PROPOSED CENTRAL WASATCH BLUEPRINT
I strongly support the idea of increased protections for lands in the Central Wasatch. I know that the exact boundaries and proposed federal designations have not been determined, but in general I think the key consideration in making that determination should be to act in 
the interest of the Environment System ---- in furtherance of ecosystem health and water quality. In short, I support such designations if they protect environmental quality even if they hinder economic or recreation activity. The Economic and Recreation Systems are a lower 
priority than the Environment System. I can think of only one exception, which is this: it would not be good to extend wilderness boundaries so far into the Salt Lake Valley that they blocked the completion of still-incomplete segments of the Bonneville Shoreline Trail. The 
concept of a continuous trail is sufficiently valuable, and the likely accomodations needed given how close the trail is to urban areas are sufficiently small, to compromise wilderness boundaries in that one instance.
There are multiple things alluded to in the Blueprint or other Mountain Accord documentation that do not provide a supporting rationale, substantiating data, or sufficient project detail to allow for me to feel like I can comment meaningfully. The Transportation System Group 
did a pretty good job by creating their Transportation Corridor Purposes and Alternatives report, and I commend them for that, but it could be improved with more data. For example, at an open house a Snowbird representative said a major part of the rationale for a tunnel 
connecting Big and Little Cottonwood is that avalanches trap people up LCC and a tunnel would provide a way to get back down to the SL valley. But I can't find that rationale stated in the Blueprint, nor any supporting data (e.g., how often avalanches trap people up LCC).
And the other systems besides Transportation provide even less information. Let's take the Recreation System as an example. 
>>> In the FAQ (p. 4) it says "Pending public feedback, Mountain Accord intends to begin implementing actions to enhance the trail network immediately in Phase Two." What enhancements are included in these immediate actions?
>>> Blueprint p. 7 shows a map of an "Enhanced Regional Trail Network." There is no discussion there or on pp. 10-11 of what an "enhanced" trail network would mean. I look at that map and see an orange line heading up Millcreek Canyon, and in this comment period you 
are asking me whether I think that orange line up Millcreek Canyon is a good idea or a bad idea. But I can't say, since I don't know what that line represents. There are some kinds of trail network ideas in Millcreek that I might think are a good idea and some that I might think 
are a bad idea. Is it better signage, or is it a multi-use paved path similar to Provo Canyon heading up to Vivian Park? Those are very different levels of "enhanced."
>>> The same p. 7 map shows an orange line going up Emigration Canyon, down into and partially up Parley's. But there's no supporting text saying whether this is a paved trail, a singletrack trail, or something else. There no discussion of how it relates to the work of the 
Emigration Canyon Roadway Improvement Committee or how it relates to the Parley's Canyon Trail (a separate joint venture of Salt Lake and Summit Counties' governments). And there's no discussion of why the trail doesn't connect to Kimball Junction. It seems to die off at or 
around Parley's Summit.
The graphics on pp. 2-3 create the impression (whether intended or not) that the four systems are of equal importance, or are given equal weight in considering the long-term future of the Central Wasatch. I do not know if Mountain Accord stakeholders explicitly discussed the 
relative importance of each system, but I will propose that Environment is really the most important of the four ---- and that within Environment, ecosystem health is the primary value and a supply of high quality water for urban valley use is the second most important value. 
The Economy and Recreation systems are of a lower and roughly co-equal importance. They contribute to opportunities to enjoy a high quality of life and should be leveraged to the extent that they do not compromise the Environment system. The Transportation stakeholders 
recognized, I think sagely, that their work is really in service of recreation and economic needs, and is a matter of aligning projects to those systems' long-term visions (while, again, not compromising the Environment system). Even if this is not the consensus view of the 
Mountain Accord stakeholders, I wish that the blueprint included some sort of explanation of the viewpoint that the stakeholders take to the relationship of the systems to each other, and allow for public comment on that viewpoint.
Page 4 presents some statistics about the Central Wasatch but does not explain what "Central Wasatch" means. One statistic says the 2014 population is 1.1M. That makes the reader think that "Central Wasatch" includes urban valleys like the Salt Lake Valley. Another statistic 
says peak daily use in 2014 was 50,000 people. But does that mean 50,000 people used the "Central Wasatch" to include the urban valleys? Probably not. Probably in this case the statistic only applies to mountainous areas. The two statistics, however, are both labeled simply 
as "Central Wasatch." For clarity, the document needs to define, and explain with maps, two different geographic areas: the Central Wasatch Mountains that are probably what the peak daily use is talking about, and the broader area (I don't know what term to use for it). This 
idea would solve another problem that seems to recur, which I have seen at multiple open houses, which is people wondering whether Mountain Accord applies to American Fork Canyon. That question is a symptom of a core problem, which is that the geographic area in the 
scope of Mountain Accord is not clearly laid out at the front of the blueprint.

On Page 6 the Economic and Recreation Centers map is missing the "Recreation Hub" symbols for Olympic Park and for Quinn's Junction (see the Recreation Trail Network map on the same page and the combined map on p. 7).
Public opinion poll data should be folded into the Blueprint. For example, the Blueprint proposes to expand areas under enhanced federal protection. You should search for public polls on whether people support the idea of expanded protection of the Central Wasatch. I 
believe such polling was done, maybe as part of Envision Utah. Also, the Blueprint proposes ski area expansions. The Blueprint should cite polling data on whether the local public supports ski area expansion. I believe this was also covered in Envision Utah. If ski area expansion 
does not have public support, then Mountain Accord should be straightforward about it, saying that expansion does not have public support but is a necessary part of the compromise negotiated with resort owners.
On pp. 12-13, I think the discussion of the Economy System is off-base or needs work. Here, the distinction between the "Central Wasatch" meaning specifically the mountains and the "Central Wasatch" meaning the mountains and surrounding valleys becomes crucially 
important. For example, the text states "Compact development patterns centered around transit would limit sprawl in urban and mountain areas." Is this advocating for condominiums around mountain-rail stops up in the canyons, or only advocating for high-density 
development around transit stops in the valleys? It's a big difference. 
Still on pp. 12-13, it says Utah tourism generates $1B in annual tax revenue. Is data specific to the Central Wasatch not available? And this number needs to come with a sense of scale, i.e., that $1B is out of the total of $X billion that is generated as annual tax revenue from all 
sources. 
Still on pp. 12-13, it says the built environment will increase 43% in the project area. It doesn't define the "project area." And it doesn't say what is being measured that is increasing (the acreage covered, the dollar value, something else???). And it doesn't say how this fact is at 
all relevant to Mountain Accord. How would Mountain Accord be different if that number were 20%? Or 80%? And it doesn't discuss whether Mountain Accord can, will, or should influence that number. I can't find anywhere where it says Mountain Accord seeks to maintain 
quality of life and access to recreation while minimizing the growth in the built environment in the mountains, even though that seems like a reasonable thing to say. [Also note, in the Idealized Economy System document, the first paragraph says the population in the 
surrounding counties is projected to grow 43%, which is not at all the same thing as the built environment but coincidentally is the same value. Neither one has a footnote saying where the data is coming from.] 
Still on pp. 12-13, the second set of proposed actions says to generate sustainable economic growth to reinvest in the Central Wasatch mountains. That is commendable. But the economic growth doesn't have to happen IN THE MOUNTAINS for it to provide funding to invest in 
the mountains. 
Still on pp. 12-13, the projections specifically of growth in dispersed winter recreation (perhaps with backcountry skiing listed separately as well) and growth in lift-served skiing/snowboarding in paragraph one of the Idealized Economy System need a citation to the source of 
that data.
The Idealized Economy System document says currently the Central Wasatch gets 3.2M ski visits per year. Built into the Cottonwood Scenario, and applying to all Central Wasatch resorts, should be an agreement that there be no increased development of guest-serving 
facilities other than lifts/transport applied for outside of base areas until such time as annual ski visits exceed X. In other words, assume the current on-mountain development (restaurants, warming huts, etc.) is sufficient for current guest population needs. There would be no 
additional such stuff built on USFS land until the number of guests grows at least by X, creating a defensible new demand. Any facilities torn down and replaced would have to have the same or reduced footprint and any facilities needed for staff would only be what is 
minimally needed for staff... not guests. Consider this the reaction to that thing Snowbird is plopping onto Hidden Peak.
The Idealized Economy System also suffers from a failure of imagination. For example, really, an idealized economy system in the mountains would have all the resorts and businesses be locally owned, because in general locally owned businesses provide a greater return to the 
local economy in the broader sense. But they don't say that. It may not be practically achievable, but really that would be ideal.
Still on pp. 12-13, I think the third Key Action, "Ensure Utah's tourism market is competitive now and into the future," needs a closer look. Personally I don't think that should be a goal or key action. What this does is it prioritizes public investment in tourism-related 
development over other types of development, and there's no rationale presented for doing so. For example, if Salt Lake County government has $2M in economic incentive money, and is choosing whether to give it to someone to expand a hotel at a ski resort or give it to 
Adobe to expand a software development and support office down in the valley --- why is the hotel more justified as a use of public monies? Tourism-related jobs are not particularly high income, not particularly stable (i.e., more often seasonal or part-time), etc. 
Still on pp. 12-13, I think there should be discussion (in some sort of supporting document, not in the blueprint, as this will need to be detailed) about whether stagnant levels of tourism are bad (or, if in two different scenarios tourism might grow 5% or it might grow 8%, why 
is 8% better for overall community quality of life than 5%?). Some communities have fewer tourist visits per resident than Salt Lake County and Summit County do. Do those communities have a poorer quality of life for that reason?
On pp. 14-15, there should be a link to more extensive discussion (more extensive than the Corridor Purposes and Alternatives currently has) as to why year-round bus is adequate for BCC but not for LCC.



Still on pp. 14-15, the last Key Action, about pedestrian and cyclist safety, should have more context or detail (either in the blueprint or in the Corridor Purposes and Alternatives or in a similar document). For example, over the last 20 years how many cyclists have been killed in 
collisions with motor vehicles in each canyon? How many hospitalized? What are some ideas for improving safety and access? 
LITTLE COTTONWOOD CANYON ALIGNMENTS AND CROSS SECTIONS
The document states (p. 1) that the roadside alignment "would need a significant amount of snow sheds to allow avalanches to flow over the rail line." It further states that "the alignment independent of the roadway travels around most of the avalanche paths, greatly 
reducing the number and length of snowsheds." Can these claims not be quantified, even if only with rough estimates? What is a "significant" amount of snowsheds? What is meant by "most of the avalanche paths"? How many avalanche paths are there and how many are 
avoided by each alignment of the rail line?
The discussion of snowsheds also raises a question. A rationale (presented at public forum on the Transportation System held at SLC public library in late 2014 or early 2015) for having the tunnel connection between BCC and LCC was that Hwy 210 has significant avalanche risk 
and can strand people at the ski resorts. I cannot find any discussion in the Mountain Accord documentation of the quantification of this problem (how many times has it happened in the last, say, 20 years, with what mean and standard deviation of time the roadway was 
closed?) and the viability of snowsheds over the road as an alternative mitigation strategy.
PROPOSED COTTONWOOD CANYONS SCENARIO F.
The land swaps and protections sound great, and the allowances for base area development, culinary water, and snowmaking water sound acceptable in principle. However, the document should quantify "additional water" for snowmaking. some amount of "additional" may 
be fine, some other, far more astronomical amount of "additional" might not be. And it should discuss water prioritization (even if only as background ---- for example, in a multi-year drought can local authorities suspend part or all of the snowmaking water allocation to 
resorts? If so, under what authority and are specific triggers defined?).
In the list on p. 2 describing what the ski areas get, item #1 I wish were reworded to say that any mass transit system developed in the future to serve a Cottonwood Canyon will include that canyon's ski resorts as station stops. The current wording has multiple problems. First, 
it makes it sound like if the mountain rail doesn't happen, then the whole scenario is kaput. Second, it is unclear whether it is demanding mountain rail in one Cottonwood Canyon, or in both. Third, it opens the question of timing. For example, if a mountain rail proposal is tied 
up in procedural hurdles for twelve years before final approval, do the other elements of the scenario (the land swaps, the water allocations, etc.) all wait for those twelve years, because they are beholden to the mountain rail item?
In the list on p. 2 describing what the ski areas get, item #4 seems to cause public worry. More detail on this item should be a priority for the future. It might be a good idea to have ground-level photos of the areas involved, with the boundary expansions superimposed on the 
photos. At the open houses I attended, people seemed to struggle to visualize where the new boundaries would be.
The map on page 2 should be improved. There are projection issues. More importantly, there's a color of shading ---- a light yellow, probably most prominent within Solitude's and Snowbird's boundaries ---- that is not explained in the map legend. Are those private lands, or 
public lands held by an entity other than USFS  or something else?
Dear Mountain Accord,
Please incorporate my comments into the record of public comments. I am a full time resident of Salt Lake City.
1. We need to be removing manmade infrastructure from the canyons, not adding more to it. A bus based transportation system, along with larger roadside parking areas is the answer. For example, Spruces in BCC is often overflowing with vehicles back country skiers, 
boarders and snowshoers. There is no reason whatsoever that the additional existing parking areas should not be plowed in the winter to enhance dispersed human powered recreation in that area in the winter. The buses need to stop, whenever and wherever backcountry 
users wish to board and exit the bus.
3. Adding a railroad up any of the canyons is a terrible idea for many reasons, including, but not limited to the following:
a. It is a tax payer subsidy to the ski industry. There is no justification for installing rail other than getting significantly more people to the resorts. And guess what, as soon as that super highway is built the resorts will be paying huge sums of money to lobbyist to force the 
government to sell public land to them so they can expand. After all, is that not the reason for building a superhighway to their doorstep.
b. Taxpayers would be much better served to have their money spent to buy out the offending resorts and return the land to dispersed public use.
c. The railroad infrastructure and necessary avalanche sheds will be an eyesore and nothing more than the further industrialization of land which should be kept as backcountry for dispersed human use. 
d. Railroads will deny the public access to the back country. Today, you can walk/ski/run etc. anywhere from the road into the backcountry. Once there is a railroad this access will be illegal. Fences and police will prevent the public from crossing the railroad tracks at any point 
other than just a very few locations. This is simply locking the public out of land that they have historically had easy access to. Once fewer people access the back country, the ski resorts will expand... why not? no one else is using the land. It is wasted. I challenge each of you to 
find a single example in Utah where the public has the unfettered right to cross active rail lines. Don't be fooled by a proponent of the rail lines saying that access will be permitted. As soon as one person is hit or injured by a trail, the rules will change, the fences will go up and 
the police will be out in force.
e. Fences along the railroad right of way will be a significant barrier to the movement of animals who now have unfettered access.
f. The ski resorts want the railroad to bring people to their doorstep, NONSTOP or as close as they can get. There will be few if any stops along the way for back country users to access the back country. The trails will be geared solely to support the resorts, not the residents to 
enjoy the use of the backcountry.
g. Did  I mention that the railroad is a multi-BILLION dollar taxpayer give away to a few wealthy (non-local) companies. It will do NOTHING to improve the quality of life for the residents who currently call the Wasatch Front home and it will significantly reduce the access to the 
back country.
3. I am OK with selling small pieces of public land at or near the BASE of some of the ski resorts to private interests (and necessarily the owners of the resort.) I am not in favor of connecting the resorts in one canyon to those in another canyon. 
4. Grizzly gulch should be transferred to the public and should the lands on the south side of Mt. Superior. Davenport Hill, Mt. Wolverine, and Mt. Tuscarora should all be public land and designated wilderness. 
5. Solitude shall not expand into Silver fork. Snowbird shall not expand into White Pine. These areas shall remain public and private inholdings should be bough and transferred to the public. White Pine Should be Wilderness in LCC as should Temptation Ridge. Snowbird shall 
not be permitted to expand there. If the Canyons/PC and Deer Valley resorts want to connect themselves, I am fine with that, just stay off of the ridgeline.
6. The "recreation idealized" system is the best system to improve the quality of life for the existing residents of the Wasatch Front. Grandeur Peak, Mt Aire, the Wasatch Crest, the Northern Powder Circuit/Katherine Pass and the Wasatch Crest shall all be designated 
wilderness and the "desirable outcome" shall be changed to reflect this where it does not presently. Many of the private inholdings in the Tri Canyon area should be purchased by the public and remain in public hands.

7. Dogs. There is no reason to keep dogs out the watershed. We permit thousands of deer, elk, mountain goats, moose, mountain lions, bobcats, coyotes along with hundred of thousands if not millions of rodents, birds and other animal to defecate at will in the watershed 
with no one to clean up after them. And that is OK, but a few dogs with many owners who clean up after them, somehow destroys our drinking water. Get some scientific data. Every year we permit tons of ski wax to be smeared directly onto the water we drink. Ski wax is full 
of chemicals (l encourage you to obtain the list of all ingredients some time.) These chemicals are not removed by normal water treatment. Yet this is somehow all OK as long as a dog does not poop in the mountains? This makes absolutely not scientific sense.
As a final comment, the use of the Tri Canyon areas should be optimized to improve the quality of life for the existing residents of the Wasatch Front. It should not be optimized for temporary construction jobs, profit for large out of state corporation who seek only to extract 
money from the resource here (we have the copper mine in the Oquirrhs to fill that need.) The area east of the Wasatch Crest around Park City is a lost cause. Develop the hell out of it.  It is trashed and industrialized already. Just keep it off of the Wasatch Crest. There is a lot 
of talk of "balance" in Mountain Accord. It is often a euphemism for proposing the continued commercial exploitation and further industrial of the Tri Canyon area and the uses therein. This is unacceptable. A true balance is much more along the lines of what I have outlines 
with additional wilderness and less infrastructure in the canyons.



Hello
I have these are thoughts a friend of mine has put in writing.  I have edited several of the points and am in 100% agreement with the following idea
Transportation
•      I recognize that the traffic situation in Little Cottonwood Canyon is unsustainable on some winter days, and while I understand the impetus to promote a train version of a fixed guideway, I feel that the bus system is far from optimized and with proper implementation, 
could service both the ski resorts and dispersed users on a year-round basis far more effectively than a train. 
•      Providing copious parking near the mouths of the canyon would be a critical component of this.
•      Without trying an optimized bus system using the existing infrastructure I feel it is impossible to justify major infrastructure changes (adding lanes or a installing a train)
•      Charging a per-vehicle fee - either via a daily fee or an annual pass – would help subsidize the optimized bus/parking system and provide an incentive to ride the transit system
•      Incentivize ridership by making the bus fee free or only a nominal price.   
•      The bus system would need to have both a Snowbird-servicing bus and multiple Alta express buses.  
•      Current and future UDOT plans to add passing lanes on hwy 210 for private vehicles should be focused on improving bus transit systems. 
•      Snowsheds and/or bridges over slide paths can/should be added for increased avalanche mitigation for the highway.
•      I fully support optimizing year-round Bus Rapid Transit for Big Cottonwood Canyon.  Again, with copious parking at the mouth of the canyon. 
•      A tunnel linking LCC and BCC is not needed.  Improved public transit would alleviate the traffic issues associated with LCC, and the “safety” issues that have been ascribed to a tunnel have been overblown; there have not been any documented injuries/fatalities associated 
with overuse of LCC that would not be overcome with improved transit.
•      Tunnel connections would create more defacto resort sidecountry terrain, effectively increasing the resorts’ footprints. 
•      The tunnel would basically be a taxpayer-funded connection that would exist to benefit four businesses (ski resorts) with no/very little validation that such a connection would actually be economically beneficial to those busineses  There are no significant “problems” that 
an LCC/BCC tunnel would solve, despite a considerable cost to taxpayers.
•      The same argument is applied to a fixed guideway system connecting BCC to Park City.  It would not necessarily save time for PC-BCC travelers, is not supported by Park City officials, and would again be a taxpayer-subsidized benefit to a handful of businesses (ski resorts) 
who have not proven that such a connection would even be beneficial today, much less in the future considering global warming and the flat/declining trends of the resort skiing industry (according to their own study).
•      The question on the survey asking if the transit “solutions” are “environmentally-sustainable” is fundamentally flawed: transit systems are not intended to be “environmentally sustainable”; they are intended to transport people from point to point. Since NO ONE – 
including trans engineers who have looked into this project – knows if they’ll actually be environmentally-sustainable (eg degrading the watershed) that point is misguided at best and badly misleading and irrelevant at worst.  The question should be “Is this a solution that I as a 
user of the Central Wasatch would actually use and be willing to pay for?”
•      At the moment parking is the limiting factor for pressurized use in the Cottonwood Canyons; enabling as many people as possible to use the canyon will result in more user pressure.  Optimizing Bus Rapid Transit will be an intermediate step to moving possibly-somewhat 
more people up the canyon to put only moderate additional use pressure on the canyons. 
•      I am in full support of a year-round bus shuttle system for Mill Creek Canyon.
•      I am in full support of a train/light rail system linking the Salt Lake Valley with Park City.  This is a system that I feel would be used far more extensively by commuters and lower-income resort workers around the clock on a more-regular schedule than a LCC canyon train 
that would be associated almost exclusively for time-intensive recreation. 
•      The rationale provided for abandoning the Parley’s rail transit  - that was favored in the Trans system group - is that it would not be competitive with the freeway; however, this rationale was not applied to the successful SLC airport Trax line. 
Recreation

                       Any new road/transit construction must have improved road cycling facilities (wider shoulders, exclusive bike lanes, disconnected paved bike paths)
•      LCC/BCC parking areas need to be enlarged and enhanced for the major dispersed user trailheads, with optional stops for the Bus Rapid Transit at White Pine, Argenta, Butler Fork, Mineral Fork, etc.
•      I support the permanent protection of the Emma Ridges to Superior ridgeline from development. 
•      I do NOT support a chairlift in Grizzly Gulch.  I recognize that it is private property, but I also appreciate that much of Alta’s operations are on public land and that they stand to benefit greatly from enhanced base development on a lot of lucrative land, additional water 
use, increased snowmaking, and improved LCC transit.  Grizzly Gulch and the surrounding area should be put into some sort of permanent protection. 
•      I am not supportive of chairlifts and development into the American Fork Canyon.  EVER.   
•      I could be supportive of a re-aligned chairlift in Honeycomb Canyon, depending on the alignment, provided there are no effects on Silver Fork backcountry
•      I am supportive of Brighton’s formal adoption of Hidden Canyon, provided any chairlift reaches back towards the Great Western chairlift.
•      I am supportive of increased connectivity between Brighton and Solitude in the SolBright area.
•      I am supportive of enhanced facilities at identified high-use nodes to both concentrate use in appropriate close-in areas and disperse use in more-remote areas
I am in support of modifying wilderness boundaries to accomodate new and existing sections of the Bonneville Shoreline Trail. 
•      I fail to understand how the Mountain Accord can consider all forms of recreation in the Central Wasatch except for one of the most significant and controversial forms:  Wasatch Powderbirds.  To me this “oversight”  of neglecting helicopter skiing in our tiny range –that 
was based on a Forest Service administrative timeline that was arbitrarily changed from 5 year renewals to 10 years  - is an egregious omission. 
Economics
•      I support enabling the ski resorts to utilize more water for snowmaking
•      I support adding potential land and altering zoning for additional development at the various resorts’ bases. 
•      I support enabling the ski resorts to expand their summertime activities within their existing footprints.
•      I support enhanced modern avalanche mitigation techniques (ie Gas-X) above Alta. I do NOT support a chairlift on Flagstaff peak
•      I do not support extraordinarily-expensive, taxpayer-funded “solutions” to “problems” that enable profit maximization for ski resorts whose lift tickets are pricing their customers out of an already-flat-to-declining market. 
Environment
•      I am not an environmental specialist, so I cannot comment on the survey question:  “does the Blueprint achieve environmental stewardship of the natural resources?” 
•      I know that the EPA has determined that ski resort development has a more profound effect on watershed integrity than ANY other development.  But I am cautiously optimistic that SLC Water and various other governing bodies will ensure water quality despite the 
threats associated with increased use, transit, and development.
•      I am in favor of a re-forestation effort on (particularly) the Emma ridgeline area
•      I am becoming increasingly convinced that simple people-pressure on the canyons is having a degrading effect on the watershed, and dramatically increasing opportunities to transport people up the canyons will have a commensurate effect on the watershed quality. 
•      I am concerned that the ski resorts are getting many of their desired “gets”, and their “gives” are more along the lines of “we are not taking as much as we could take”, at the expense of potential environmental and backcountry terrain preservation. 
Overall I have found the “blueprint” (it should have been called a “ proposal”) to NOT be reflective of the thousands of hours of work that people put into the system group meetings and submeetings over the summer; it confirms to me that the Exec board was made up of a lot 
of Important People who were not very engaged in the process and therefore created a plan that represented their impressions/interests rather than what was determined by the System Groups. 
Therefore I do not support the “blueprint” in its current form, but I am a strong believer in the Mountain Accord ideals and timing, and am very hopeful that a more equitable balance of gives and takes can be achieved to accommodate many constituents’/stakeholders’ 
desires, IF they are all willing to concede on some of their desires. 

  



I've updated my comment letter. Please use the updated version below:
I support Mt. Accord's blueprint proposal for increased environmental protection of Wasatch lands and enhanced recreation trail networks.  However, I am opposed to the following elements of the transportation blueprint: a) proposed resort expansion into current prime 
back-country ski areas, b) the proposal for a train or bus rapid transit (BRT) lane in Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC), and c) the proposed connection of the LCC, Big Cottonwood Canyon (BCC) and Park City. 
I have also added the following addendums to the letter I submitted previously this week: d) a response to Mt Accord’s Transportation Corridor Purposes and Alternatives, e) proposed revisions to the current blueprint rather than moving to a finalized version, f) suggestions for 
encouraging public comment on future proposals.
--a--Alta’s proposal to expand into Grizzly Gulch with a new chair lift and Solitude’s proposal to expand into Silver Fork with a chair lift re-alignment would be a great loss to the back-country ski community!! Grizzly Gulch in particular is my main back-country terrain that I ski 2-
3 times a month for most of the winter.  Based on my experience, it seems like the majority of back-country skiers are Utahans, while the majority of resort skiers are out-of-staters.  By giving up more back-country terrain to the ski resorts we are catering to out-of-staters and 
at the same time restricting our own ability to enjoy the Wasatch wilderness.  I am proud to support Wasatch Backcountry Alliance, and I hope they will succeed at opposing these proposals.
--b--I am opposed to the train and bus rapid transit BRT lane proposal in LCC for the following 10 reasons: b1) the urbanization feel that it would bring to the canyon, b2) the potential loss of bouldering and other rock-climbing opportunities, b3) the increased risk they would 
add to driving the canyon, b4) the impact on the environment, b5) the potential lack of utility for dispersed users at late hours, b6) the increased risk for pedestrian-traffic fatalities due to increased foot traffic from a fixed stop schedule, b7) the potential loss of parking 
opportunities, b8) the cost, b9-b10) the disconnect between this transportation proposal and Mt. Accord’s own ‘ideal system’ research on transportation and growth. 
--b1--If a train or bus were added to LCC alongside the existing roadway it would make the canyon feel more urban/developed.  I use this canyon regularly, 3-5 times a month throughout the year, to escape the city and enjoy our amazing Wasatch wilderness through rock-
climbing, bouldering, ice-climbing, hiking, biking, back-country skiing, alpine skiing, cross-country skiing and running.  If a train were added, it would be a diesel cog locomotive due to the grade of LCC which averages about 8%, as electric trains cannot travel this steep of a 
grade.  I am concerned about seeing, hearing, and smelling a train in the canyon when I am trying to escape the city and enjoy the wilderness.  This would greatly detract from my recreational experience.  
--b2--Along these lines, how would developing a train alongside LCC road affect the bouldering and rock-climbing access and experience?  In particular, some boulders are within 20 feet of the road, so I wonder how a train or BRT could ‘fit’ and preserve the existing bouldering 
experience.  I would hope that bouldering and climbing opportunities would not be lost.  I also hope that it would not endanger climbers or cause increased stress due to proximity of train tracks or the bus lane.  
--b3--I am concerned about the dangers that a train or BRT system would bring to the car traffic through the canyon.  Driving personal vehicles would become more dangerous because we would now be sandwiched between the opposing lane and a train or BRT lane. This is 
especially dangerous in the winter time where cars slide off the road.  An increase in traffic fatalities seems likely as cars slide into a train or bus instead.  Are there measures that can be taken so that this transportation proposal does not reduce the safety of personal vehicle 
traffic? 
--b4--The canyon is part of a protected watershed and a fragile ecosystem.  I am concerned about the environmental impact of building a train or widening the road for the BRT lane.
--b5—As a dispersed user, I would need several stops throughout the canyon in order for the transportation proposal to accommodate my usage: Gritmill, Gate Buttress, Coalpit Buttress, Lisa Falls, Maybird Slide Area, Tanner Gulch and White Pine.  In order for the 
transportation proposal to be useful for me in the summer time, I would also need services that run until 10pm at night.  Otherwise, I will likely continue to drive the canyon.  
--b6--Given that some freedom is lost from a fixed stop schedule, it will also be important to have a safe trail system since foot-traffic alongside the road will increase in response to fewer access points. This trail system will need to run the length of the canyon, otherwise 
pedestrian-traffic fatalities could increase.
--b7—I hope that existing parking opportunities will not be lost or reduced as a result of the transportation proposal.
--b8--The cost of financing a train is estimated at a billion dollars – a steep price tag to be financed by Utah tax payers relative to the fraction of Utahans who use LCC on a regular basis.  Also, what are the costs of clearing land slides and avalanches from train tracks?  
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b9—I am concerned about the disconnect between the results from MA’s transportation and growth research, which show traffic volumes in LCC to be constant over the past 11 years, and the proposal to put in a train or BRT.  In the “Existing Conditions & Future Trendlines of 
the Transportation System” MA says:  “In the study area, traffic volumes have remained relatively constant for 11 years”(pg 9) and “Traffic in the Cottonwood Canyons typically operates at free-flow speeds, with the exception of congestion problems at peak times (ie, snow 
days, peak ski days)” (pg 9).   MA also describes peak traffic times as snow days which they estimate to occur 10-15 days/year (4-5.5%, pg1).  On pg 5 of this document it describes how “climate change shortens the winter season”.  Based on MA’s research, the transportation 
problem is only present about 5% of the year, with potential to decrease in the future as a result of climate change.  How is a transportation proposal that is costly in terms of money, recreational experience, and environmental impact a good solution to this rare problem? 
--b10—Along these lines, MA’s transportation and growth research also does not show LCC to have projected future issues with traffic congestion. Figure 46 “Map of Traffic Congestion in 2040 without Long Range Transportation Improvements” (pg 50) indicates a lot of traffic 
congestion issues throughout SLC in response to the 43% projected population growth that is expected by 2040.  However, LCC is not an area of concern on this map.  If there is no projection of a traffic congestion problem by 2040 in LCC, then why do we need this train or BRT 
solution?   
Wouldn’t increasing the number of buses during peak times make more sense than a train or a BRT lane? 
--c— Finally, I am opposed to the plans to use tunnels or trams to link the LCC, BCC and Park City area.  Again this would be a costly project (billions of dollars), which does not appear to respond to needs from the MA’s “ideal system” research. The “Transportation Corridor 
Purposes and Alternatives” document cites that tunnels are needed to provide alternative evacuation routes from the canyons. The only potential value is perhaps that <1-2% of the year when a major snowstorm shuts down the LCC exit.  But the environmental damage to the 
canyons and the cost of this construction is hardly justification for this minor and rare inconvenience!  
--c1--I am concerned that MA’s blueprint for the canyons was proposed by ski resorts and/or stake-holders seeking land development.  Connecting the canyons in this way would again mean a loss of back-country terrain (likely grizzly gulch, silver fork, and more), as resort 
skiers would be guaranteed a simple return to their home resort.  
--c2--I am also concerned that linking the canyons in this way would increase deaths from avalanches.   Most resort skiers are not equipped with back-country beacons, gear and training.  Thus, linking the ski resorts would facilitate naïve travel into the back-country and lead to 
even more resort skier deaths.
--d--Response to Mt Accord’s Transportation Corridor Purposes and Alternatives:
On the MA website’s comments submission form, it asks for response to the Transportation Corridor Purposes and Alternatives document.  This document outlines 14 purposes of the transportation proposal.  In my view, the goals outlined here are not equally important 
(although it appears they are given equal weight), and the list is incomplete.  
--d1--In particular: "9. Create unique, attractive traveler experience" is not a need, but a ‘want’ that was designed around arguing for a train and tunnel/tram canyon connections. 
--d2--Items: "3.reducing avalanche-related risks and delay" and "4. providing new evacuation options from the canyons" are only relevant a few days of the year, typically <1-2% of the year, as it is not just a snowstorm but avalanche danger that shuts down the road. 
--d3--Similarly "14. protect and enhance community character" is not a need that I look for in a transportation proposal. 
--d4--What about other important goals such as "15. A financially tenable solution" and "16. A solution that can be implemented quickly and effectively". These two new goals can be fulfilled by increasing bus capacity but not a train, BRT or tunnel solution.  
--d5--That said, in my view adding buses to alleviate peak usage times still accomplishes 9/14 goals (1,2,5-7, 10-13), while the train likely accomplishes 4/14 (4-6,11), and possibly 3 more (9, 10, 12).  There is not enough information to evaluate if either proposal meets item 8. 
Regarding the other items, I feel that the answer is either “No” (7,13) for the train/tunnel or there is not enough information to evaluate whether the train/tunnel proposal fulfills the need (1-3,14). 
Adding a train and tunnel appears to be a much riskier and far costlier proposal than increasing bus capacity during peak usage times.   
--e--Proposal: Revise the Proposed Blueprint
Rather than advancing to the “Final Blueprint” stage, the proposed blueprint should be revised to include more options for protecting the Wasatch wilderness.  Here are some suggestions:
--e1--Instead of a train or BRT lane, there should be an increase in buses to relieve congestion at peak usage times. 




e2--In light of the acknowledged climate change, ski resorts should reduce their size.  Perhaps each ski resort could discontinue one lift.  In addition to helping the environment by providing more habitat space and reduced water usage from snowmaking, this would be 
supported by SLC’s growing back-country ski population.  
--e3—Ski resorts should reduce their water usage.  This would be helpful as climate change has been decreasing our water supply.  
--e4—Protection of grizzly gulch and silver fork from ski resort acquisition.
--e5—Develop a plan to relieve traffic congestion on foothill blvd and the foothill blvd/I-215 off ramp.  This exit and road are congested year-round every weekday morning and evening.  Furthermore, it is also severely congested that 5% of the year when the snow storms hit. 
Morning congestion not only affects those who commute to work on foothill blvd, but also those using the I-215, as the traffic often backs up onto the highway, creating hazardous conditions for all west-bound travelers.  Evening congestion on this road delays or even 
prevents post-work recreation opportunities for many SLC residents.  Improving this congestion would be a good use of resources as it would benefit the majority of SLC residents on a regular basis, and not just the few who enjoy downhill resort skiing on powder days.  
--f—Suggestions for encouraging public comment on future proposals.  It took about 20 hours to research and write this letter.  Not everyone is as interested in reading 20+ documents and 444+ pages, and many are likely intimidated.  
--f1—In the future it would be helpful if MA could provide a form letter highlighting each specific proposal in the blueprint to help guide the public on writing a response letter.  Specific documents with page numbers could be cited for each point, in case the reader wished for 
further details before agreeing/disagreeing.  At least this would have been helpful for me. 
--f2--Maybe organizations such as WBA, SOC, and SCLA could use this form letter to publish their stance on each proposal.   This would also help make it more transparent for the public to know which elements of the blueprint are being supported/refuted by these 
organizations. 
In summary, I do support the following aspects of the blueprint:  increased environmental protection of Wasatch lands and enhanced recreation trail networks.  However, the transportation blueprint focuses the majority of financial resources on LCC and connecting the 
canyons. This would benefit the ski industry and land developers, but would be detrimental to the vast majority of the Wasatch front population -- both recreationally and financially.  The proposed blueprint should be revised to reflect a greater focus on more important 
transportation needs and the preservation of the Wasatch wilderness.

These are thoughts a friend of mine has put in writing. I've carefully read and am in 100% agreement with the following ideas:
Transportation
·      I recognize that the traffic situation in Little Cottonwood Canyon is unsustainable on some winter days, and while I understand the impetus to promote a train version of a fixed guideway, I feel that the bus system is far from optimized and with proper implementation, 
could service both the ski resorts and dispersed users on a year-round basis far more effectively than a train. 
·      Providing copious parking near the mouths of the canyon would be a critical component of this.
·      Without trying an optimized bus system using the existing infrastructure I feel it is impossible to justify major infrastructure changes (adding lanes or installing a train)
·      Charging a per-vehicle fee - either via a daily fee or an annual pass – would help subsidize the optimized bus/parking system and provide an incentive to ride the transit system
·      Incentivize ridership by making the bus fee free or only a nominal price.   
·      The bus system would need to have both a Snowbird-servicing bus and multiple Alta express buses.  
·      Current and future UDOT plans to add passing lanes on hwy 210 for private vehicles should be focused on improving bus transit systems. 
·      Snowsheds and/or bridges over slide paths can/should be added for increased avalanche mitigation for the highway.
·      I fully support optimizing year-round Bus Rapid Transit for Big Cottonwood Canyon.  Again, with copious parking at the mouth of the canyon. 
·      A tunnel linking LCC and BCC is not needed.  Improved public transit would alleviate the traffic issues associated with LCC, and the “safety” issues that have been ascribed to a tunnel have been overblown; there have not been any documented injuries/fatalities associated 
with overuse of LCC that would not be overcome with improved transit.
·      Tunnel connections would create more defacto resort sidecountry terrain, effectively increasing the resorts’ footprints. 
·      The tunnel would basically be a taxpayer-funded connection that would exist to benefit four businesses (ski resorts) with no/very little validation that such a connection would actually be economically beneficial to those busineses  There are no significant “problems” that 
an LCC/BCC tunnel would solve, despite a considerable cost to taxpayers.
·      The same argument is applied to a fixed guideway system connecting BCC to Park City.  It would not necessarily save time for PC-BCC travelers, is not supported by Park City officials, and would again be a taxpayer-subsidized benefit to a handful of businesses (ski resorts) 
who have not proven that such a connection would even be beneficial today, much less in the future considering global warming and the flat/declining trends of the resort skiing industry (according to their own study).
·      The question on the survey asking if the transit “solutions” are “environmentally-sustainable” is fundamentally flawed: transit systems are not intended to be “environmentally sustainable”; they are intended to transport people from point to point. Since NO ONE – 
including trans engineers who have looked into this project – knows if they’ll actually be environmentally-sustainable (eg degrading the watershed) that point is misguided at best and badly misleading and irrelevant at worst.  The question should be “Is this a solution that I as a 
user of the Central Wasatch would actually use and be willing to pay for?”
·      At the moment parking is the limiting factor for pressurized use in the Cottonwood Canyons; enabling as many people as possible to use the canyon will result in more user pressure.  Optimizing Bus Rapid Transit will be an intermediate step to moving possibly-somewhat 
more people up the canyon to put only moderate additional use pressure on the canyons. 
·      I am in full support of a year-round bus shuttle system for Mill Creek Canyon.
·      I am in full support of a train/light rail system linking the Salt Lake Valley with Park City.  This is a system that I feel would be used far more extensively by commuters and lower-income resort workers around the clock on a more-regular schedule than a LCC canyon train 
that would be associated almost exclusively for time-intensive recreation. 
·      The rationale provided for abandoning the Parley’s rail transit  - that was favored in the Trans system group - is that it would not be competitive with the freeway; however, this rationale was not applied to the successful SLC airport Trax line. 
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Recreation
·      I am in full support of creating a trails network in the upper reaches of the two canyons
·      The trails should be a mix of hiking exclusive, mountain biking exclusive, and and shared (and/or with management techniques conducive to habits; ie Snowbird’s new trail being uphill til the tram runs and then it becomes downhill).
·      Any new road/transit construction must have improved road cycling facilities (wider shoulders, exclusive bike lanes, disconnected paved bike paths)
·      LCC/BCC parking areas need to be enlarged and enhanced for the major dispersed user trailheads, with optional stops for the Bus Rapid Transit at White Pine, Argenta, Butler Fork, Mineral Fork, etc.
·      I support the permanent protection of the Emma Ridges to Superior ridgeline from development. 
·      I do NOT support a chairlift in Grizzly Gulch.  I recognize that it is private property, but I also appreciate that much of Alta’s operations are on public land and that they stand to benefit greatly from enhanced base development on a lot of lucrative land, additional water use, 
increased snowmaking, and improved LCC transit.  Grizzly Gulch and the surrounding area should be put into some sort of permanent protection. 
·      I am not supportive of chairlifts and development into the American Fork Canyon.  EVER.   
·      I could be supportive of a re-aligned chairlift in Honeycomb Canyon, depending on the alignment, provided there are no effects on Silver Fork backcountry
·      I am supportive of Brighton’s formal adoption of Hidden Canyon, provided any chairlift reaches back towards the Great Western chairlift.
·      I am supportive of increased connectivity between Brighton and Solitude in the SolBright area.
·      I am supportive of enhanced facilities at identified high-use nodes to both concentrate use in appropriate close-in areas and disperse use in more-remote areas
I am in support of modifying wilderness boundaries to accomodate new and existing sections of the Bonneville Shoreline Trail. 
·      I fail to understand how the Mountain Accord can consider all forms of recreation in the Central Wasatch except for one of the most significant and controversial forms:  Wasatch Powderbirds.  To me this “oversight”  of neglecting helicopter skiing in our tiny range –that 
was based on a Forest Service administrative timeline that was arbitrarily changed from 5 year renewals to 10 years  - is an egregious omission. 
Economics
·      I support enabling the ski resorts to utilize more water for snowmaking
·      I support adding potential land and altering zoning for additional development at the various resorts’ bases. 
·      I support enabling the ski resorts to expand their summertime activities within their existing footprints.
·      I support enhanced modern avalanche mitigation techniques (ie Gas-X) above Alta. I do NOT support a chairlift on Flagstaff peak
·      I do not support extraordinarily-expensive, taxpayer-funded “solutions” to “problems” that enable profit maximization for ski resorts whose lift tickets are pricing their customers out of an already-flat-to-declining market. 
Environment
·      I am not an environmental specialist, so I cannot comment on the survey question:  “does the Blueprint achieve environmental stewardship of the natural resources?” 
·      I know that the EPA has determined that ski resort development has a more profound effect on watershed integrity than ANY other development.  But I am cautiously optimistic that SLC Water and various other governing bodies will ensure water quality despite the threats 

      ·      I am in favor of a re-forestation effort on (particularly) the Emma ridgeline area
·      I am becoming increasingly convinced that simple people-pressure on the canyons is having a degrading effect on the watershed, and dramatically increasing opportunities to transport people up the canyons will have a commensurate effect on the watershed quality. 
·      I am concerned that the ski resorts are getting many of their desired “gets”, and their “gives” are more along the lines of “we are not taking as much as we could take”, at the expense of potential environmental and backcountry terrain preservation. 
Overall I have found the “blueprint” (it should have been called a “ proposal”) to NOT be reflective of the thousands of hours of work that people put into the system group meetings and submeetings over the summer; it confirms to me that the Exec board was made up of a lot 
of Important People who were not very engaged in the process and therefore created a plan that represented their impressions/interests rather than what was determined by the System Groups. 

Therefore I do not support the “blueprint” in its current form, but I am a strong believer in the Mountain Accord ideals and timing, and am very hopeful that a more equitable balance of gives and takes can be achieved to accommodate many constituents’/stakeholders’ 
desires, IF they are all willing to concede on some of their desires. 
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May 1, 2015
Subject: Comments on Mountain Accord
Dear Mt Accord Executive Committee:
I appreciate the opportunity to participate in the Mountain Accord program and provide my input and comments for your consideration.  I live in Sandy, Utah and very regularly recreate in Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons.  I am a skier, mountain biker, hiker, and runner.  I 
moved to Utah 24 years ago.  I had been coming to ski here at least annually for 10 years prior. A major part of my decision to move to Utah was the Central Wasatch and the Cottonwood Canyons.  I truly love the beauty of the area, and the wilderness and near wilderness 
experiences that are possible only 20 minutes from my home in the Valley.  I am a hydrologist, and my career here as a consulting hydrologist has been primarily planning and protecting our existing water supplies, development of new clean water supplies, and attempting to 
clean up polluted water supplies, such as Hill AFB and Geneva Steel, which unfortunately is not possible with the current technologies and funding our society allocates towards those problems.  I understand the importance of the quantity of pristine mountain water that we in 
the Valley utilize from Big and Little Cottonwood Canyon for drinking water.  
I am most familiar with the planning issues and challenges in Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC), and to a lesser extent in Big Cottonwood Canyon.  Therefore my comments are focused on LCC more, but my overarching comments can be extended to my opinions on the entire 
Central Wasatch. 
Land Swap – Cottonwoods Canyon Task Force (CCTF)
1. The most troubling part of Mtn Accord to me is the CCTF.  We went through the month’s long “public” Mtn Accord process, and ended up with a closed door, secret process with CCTF.  I was disappointed to attend the Mtn Accord public meetings where Mayor Becker spoke 
for 10 minutes without being able to share much insight on the deals that were being hatched – because they were closed.  It leaked out that Alta Ski Area was demanding a train and tunnel as part of the proposed swap.  I understand Alta later changed its position, however, 
that news undermines the premise of the Mtn Accord process and public input on transportation solutions.  I am still skeptical that Mtn Accord decisions won’t be tweaked to match whatever the ski areas want from the land swap.  
2. That said, I am supportive of the land swap to allow the US Forest Service to own and manage the currently undeveloped upper mountain lands and put the developed or partially developed lands at the base of the ski base areas into ski area management.  I premise my 
support on the understanding the ski areas would acquire lands of equal or lesser value than they are giving up.  .My support is also conditioned on following:
3. The land exchanges be subject to NEPA.
4. The ski areas should give up all of their upper mountain undeveloped holdings.  This should not be a piece meal process where they offer up some and not all.  Specifically Alta Ski Resort should give up all its miscellaneous holdings in the Albion Basin.  I support Alta Ski Area 
being able to trade for land in the base area that they currently have buildings on. 
5. If the ski areas land appraised value would result in the ski areas receiving excessively large tracts of land at the base areas, then the excess land should be purchased from the resorts.  I think more than 50 acres beyond the land the ski areas currently have buildings on 
would be excessive.  I am supportive of allowing the ski areas to purchase additional acreage if the valuation is out of balance the other way. 
6. The private inholdings in upper mountain lands should also be brought into public ownership.  It is not beneficial to have the ski area land swap and leave behind all the properties that have brought conflict to Central Wasatch for so many years.  
7. As part of the swap I support the Town of Alta acquiring land through this process in the base area for public purposes such as transit, trailheads, watershed protection, and community space be deeded to public bodies responsible for those purposes.
One Wasatch
I believe the largest economic benefit to the Central Wasatch would be a limited, environmentally responsible implementation of One Wasatch.  Limited lifts, only where they are required to link the resorts.  For the ski community this would result in worldwide draw and 
appeal – hence a great boost to the economy.  It would not provide any transportation solution.  The lifts would only be operated during the ski season, they would not be in operation for summer use.  It is very disappointing to me that One Wasatch has been eliminated from 
consideration during CCTF negotiation of the land swap.  My understanding is the backcountry advocates and environmental groups have demanded One Wasatch be dropped, and because of this stance have accepted the mass transit tunnel connection between the canyons 
and Park City.  I believe a limited One Wasatch is significantly more environmentally friendly and a bigger boost to the economy. 
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Environment 
1. My primary concern with environment is that it was found early in the Mtn Accord process there was not enough scientific data to adequately understand the environmental impacts of actions being considered by the systems groups.  
2. The key question is what is the carrying capacity of the canyons?  How many humans and activities can it sustain?  Will it be limited or need to be managed in the future? If you don’t define this, then how can Mtn Accord master plan transportation solutions.  I believe the 
numbers will need to be managed in the future. 
3. The natural environment is the economic engine for the businesses and governments in the Central Wasatch.  Without the natural environment the ski areas, hotels, etc. wouldn’t exist.  It is the highest priority of Mtn Accord to protect, preserve, and hopefully enhance the 
natural environment.  Once it is degraded, it would be costly and almost impossible to restore. 
4. Watershed protection is critical!  I support saving the canyons from development in lieu of degrading water quality.  Yes you can treat the water down canyon, but at what increased cost to the taxpayers.  Watershed protection is a proactive tool in minimizing water 
treatment costs for the growing population. 
5. With the growing population it is important to truly set aside certain portions of the Central Wasatch from development.  
6. I strongly support Mtn Accord implementing the following next steps: protection of key wildlife corridors, mine tailings and environmental restoration programs, and development of a management plan for environmental resources.
7. Federal Designations.  I support designation of additional Wilderness in the Central Wasatch.  I  support Federal Designations that add a layer of protection that preserves habitat connectivity and conservation of ecosystem services (benefits to humans from the 
environment) on USFS lands in the Central Wasatch that are not currently managed as Wilderness. 
Recreation 
1.  I strongly support saving LCC and BCC unique “closed canyon”, “end of canyon, “top of the canyon” recreational experience.  The experience cannot be replicated but could be destroyed. It is why I moved here. 
2. I support enhancements and additions to a Central Wasatch regional trail network that accommodates and reduces different user group conflicts. 
3 I support securing new designation on USFS lands to protect areas from development while allowing current recreational uses. 
4. I support conservation of wildlife habitat that also enhances the outdoor experience. 
5. I support preserving a variety of recreational uses.  
6. I support preserving key backcountry terrain. With the exception of a limited One Wasatch. 
7. I support improving transit service to recreation areas, as long as it also serves dispersed backcountry users. 
8. I supports studying user fee options to incentivize transit options and generate funds for environmental and recreation stewardship efforts. 
9. I support of directing recreationists to identified high-use nodes with infrastructure that can accommodate those recreationists. 
Economy 
1. I support Mtn Accord key action to “Encourage development patterns that preserve community character and quality of life" because watershed, wildlife and open spaces are the foundations of the area’s economy. I support focusing development outside of the mountain 
areas, in urban areas.  I support development within the existing surplus water contract between the Town of Alta and Salt Lake City. 
2. Alta’s unique location at the top of Little Cottonwood Canyon provides an economic advantage to local businesses and also provides economic benefit to the greater Salt Lake Valley. I do not support the changes that an interconnect transit system would have on the unique 
character and appeal of Alta. These concerns include losing the “end of canyon” charm by becoming a throughway. For me and many visitors Alta is a destination that should be preserved for future generations to be able to experience.
3. I support minimal development in the mountains that is focused around thoughtfully designed transit stops at existing development nodes in the canyons (at the ski resorts).
4. I support enhanced avalanche mitigation techniques in LCC and BCC for safety and to increase the economic viability of the businesses. 
5. I support environmentally friendly transportation solutions to enhance economic viability. 
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Transportation 
1. Transportation solutions should include watershed and environmental protection as the highest priority.
2. I am opposed to a transit system link between the LCC, BCC and Park City. It will degrade the environment of the canyons.   
3. I am totally supportive of improved, enhanced transit systems in LCC, BCC, and to Park City. Obviously they should be safe, reliable, cost effective, and environmentally friendly.  
4. After a recent trip to Europe this winter (first time in my adult life) I am very disappointed in the Transportation Group consultants not bringing forth any creative, innovative ideas.  There are many. They missed the boat! This is America, we can do anything.  We can be 
better than Europe and they are kicking our ass in transportation innovation in my opinion.  I went many places on many different public transit systems and I enjoyed them all. 
5. I support enhanced transit combined with incentives to reduce vehicles and traffic on the canyon roads. The preferred solutions should be phasable with convenient parking near the base of canyon that provides stopping points for dispersed recreation. I support studying a 
vehicle and/or user fee for transportation in BCC and LCC.
6. The environmental “carrying capacity” of the Wasatch is needed to define the carrying capacity of the transportation solutions.   
7. For LCC and BCC I believe Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) is the best option presented to us. It uses existing right of way (no new corridor), it is phasable and variable by season, it serves dispersed users, and it is way more cost effective than a train.
8. That said, I am not opposed to a train if it is required to be in the same corridor as the road.  I do not support a new transit corridor, most especially if stream crossings are required.
9. I support avalanche control mitigation along the LCC road corridor to enhance public safety.  If we had snow sheds and avalanche tunnels now, I suspect 95% of the public inconvenience and ski area whining would be gone already.  Make it happen.
10. I support improvements for the safety of road cyclists everywhere. 
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Transit and Canyon connection: I support more and frequent busses going up both BCC and LCC. I think there should be a fee to enter the National Forest and drive your own car up there. There should be incentives for buying a buss pass and maybe even something like a pass 
to drive up the canyon on your own, but it should be pricy. That way people might car pool or again, use the busses. Free lift tickets resorts would be a great incentive for people to buy a pass, or gas coupons. I would worry about the emissions on the busses, but hopefully it is 
better than a collective bunch of us driving up LCC everyday. 
I DO NOT support canyon connection in any way AT ALL. Connecting PC and LCC and BCC in anyway is done in my nightmares Without being hostile here, I just don't understand why this is an option. We are supposed to be protecting this wilderness, not blowing holes through 
it and adding more trams. Honestly, the thought makes me want to cry. Trams are ugly and to build and maintain it you're looking at access roads which will destroy the natural habitat of vegetation and our beautiful animals that barely have a place to go as it is. Our 
watershed is already in considerable danger due to the population expansion and the season we just had. Building things like this will affect all of us. Please, Please do not do this, anywhere. Connecting BCC and LCC is such an atrocious thought. That's where we hike and bike 
and camp and enjoy the quiet beauty this one of a kind place affords us. Please do not take this away from us and our kids. I can't imagine what a gross thing that would be to see and hear when we are seeking the wilderness. Not to mention the costs of the construction and 
more importantly the long term cost to the environment.
I can't emphasize this enough. Please DO NOT connect any of the canyons with a rail system of a tram or any kind of tunnel. I only support advanced bus systems and I don't think we need to build another lane for that to happen. No point. 
Rail options from SLC to PC? I dunno.... it scares me. I think I feel the same way about this as I do the other connections above. At least Parley's is already wide. I'm not sure that it would be beneficial unless there is a bunch of stations and stops along the way and at that point 
there'd need to be better transit options in both cities if people didn't have their car. Maybe in the future but I don't believe our cities were built for effective public transit. People here build out, not up. It's why we have this problem in the first place. We need to build UP not 
OUT. There needs to be restrictions on how far we can expand, but that is another issue. I also feel like this is kind of being done to facilitate the tourist.... which is a little fishy. If we had these transit stations would people start to build up and would sprawl be maintained? You 
hope so. You just really hope it doesn't get in the way of the wilderness. 
The fact that all of these tunnels and tram connections are being considered make me feel like the Mountain Accord is in support of SkiUtah's ONE Wasatch. Which is worrisome. ONE Wasatch is marketing gimmick for tourists and I truly believe that if it ever happens, the 
tourist will be let down with how little skiing they get to do and how cold they are from spending two hours on a chair lift and then stuck in the wrong canyon at the end of the day. I believe it will be a miserable experience for them.The things wrong with this idea are endless 
and would ruin a lot of land, water and air. Not to mention the failed protection of the backcountry. If we were planning smart, we would advertise for our backcountry because that is where the industry is heading. We shouldn't be ripping the land apart. I doubt ski 
enthusiasts, or any nature, outdoor, adventure, Utah tourist would feel a stronger desire to come here if we tore everything up. They come here because it's so pristine and untrammeled. We need to leave it this way. 
Economy:
"Encourage development patterns that preserve community character and quality of life." I agree, but it should be understood that our quality of life is great because of what we have, the way we have it. Nothing is authentic about trying to be like another place. Having Vail 
resorts kick out local coffee companies and replace it with a starbucks is not what we want to see happen and not a unique experience. Also not great for the local economy. 
"Ensuring Utah's tourism market is competitive now and into the future," that's fine but we're not suffering as it is and that doesn't mean ONE Wasatch is the only option. Our tourism is a lot more than just 4 months of the year. This state has EVERYTHING to offer, more than 
any other state. We are also not Europe or Colorado. We are Utah and what makes us special is what we have right now, the way it is, right now. I don't think that people outside of Utah would look at us chopping up our beautiful land and replacing it with tunnels and trains 
as desirable for their next vacation. It's exactly why I don't travel to Colorado. They don't have a lot of concern for their wild lands there, I feel like they don't care as much and that's a turn off to me. I want to be somewhere that takes pride in what they have and especially in 
taking care of it. We have wilderness here and that is where the real future is at. Not in a train or a tunnel. That's been done. 
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Recreation:
Although I like where the Cottonwoods Taskforce is at with their land preservation, I don't think the exchange needs to be a light rail. Why should the resorts be getting a light rail for protecting land they don't own? They aren't actually giving anything up here and I think a 
reward like a light rail is a little obnoxious. The only entities giving something up is the public and mother nature. I don't agree with Snowbird going into Mary Ellen and AF canyon. People camp back there and it's quiet and serene and all you hear at night is the wolves. Why 
would you do this? 
Again, the only improvement to the transit we need is busses. Not trains. I don't really think we need stronger trail connections between recreation destinations. The point of being out there is to... be out there. Not to be surrounded by people. 
Environment:
I support the ideas proposed here!!!! I think it's awesome! I hope they can happen! It's hard to see it when you look at the proposals for trains and trams and tunnels. Protecting the lands under the Cottonwoods Task force doesn't mean we should have free reign over 
everything else. I really like the environmental health monitoring and the protection and restoration programs suggested here. I hope we don't have to negate these ideals with the wishes for more money. 
In conclusion, t's hard to feel like we as a people have any say in these matters, especially when greed and money talk so much louder. So, I truly, truly hope that these comments are being read and considered and that it is not just something that "looks good" on Mountain 
Accord's part. I appreciate your mission statement but so many of us are skeptical that the Mountain Accord is really here for our good. I want to believe it, and I want to believe my voice can be heard and that my love for this place means something. I want to believe we aren't 
just stuck at the mercy of those with $$ in their eyes. I left my career at ESPN last year to come back here because there is no amount of sexy job titles or money that is worth the quality of life I have here. I, like many others, came here because of the mountains and the fact 
that I can camp in the saddles of White Pine and wake up, hike down and go to my job downtown the next morning. This place is special. Please, please protect our wilderness. Don't blow it up, eat the land and hurt the wildlife. We need to be different than Colorado and 
stand for something other than shiny development and money, that's been done before! 
Please protect our mountains!!! 
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I am writing to oppose the mountain accord in its current format and agree with the letter below, written by Tom Diegel. Words are his, thoughts are also mine. 
I have been very involved in the Mountain Accord process from the inception as a member of the Recreation System Group, and these are my formal comments regarding the “blueprint” put forth by the Executive Board.  
Transportation
·      I recognize that the traffic situation in Little Cottonwood Canyon is unsustainable on some winter days, and while I understand the impetus to promote a train version of a fixed guideway, I feel that the bus system is far from optimized and with proper implementation, 
could service both the ski resorts and dispersed users on a year-round basis far more effectively than a train. 
·      Providing copious parking near the mouths of the canyon would be a critical component of this.
·      Without trying an optimized bus system using the existing infrastructure I feel it is impossible to justify major infrastructure changes (adding lanes or a installing a train)
·      Charging a per-vehicle fee - either via a daily fee or an annual pass – would help subsidize the optimized bus/parking system and provide an incentive to ride the transit system
·      Incentivize ridership by making the bus fee free or only a nominal price.   
·      The bus system would need to have both a Snowbird-servicing bus and multiple Alta express buses.  
·      Current and future UDOT plans to add passing lanes on hwy 210 for private vehicles should be focused on improving bus transit systems. 
·      Snowsheds and/or bridges over slide paths can/should be added for increased avalanche mitigation for the highway.
·      I fully support optimizing year-round Bus Rapid Transit for Big Cottonwood Canyon.  Again, with copious parking at the mouth of the canyon. 
·      A tunnel linking LCC and BCC is not needed.  Improved public transit would alleviate the traffic issues associated with LCC, and the “safety” issues that have been ascribed to a tunnel have been overblown; there have not been any documented injuries/fatalities associated 
with overuse of LCC that would not be overcome with improved transit.
·      Tunnel connections would create more defacto resort sidecountry terrain, effectively increasing the resorts’ footprints. 
·      The tunnel would basically be a taxpayer-funded connection that would exist to benefit four businesses (ski resorts) with no/very little validation that such a connection would actually be economically beneficial to those busineses  There are no significant “problems” that 
an LCC/BCC tunnel would solve, despite a considerable cost to taxpayers.
·      The same argument is applied to a fixed guideway system connecting BCC to Park City.  It would not necessarily save time for PC-BCC travelers, is not supported by Park City officials, and would again be a taxpayer-subsidized benefit to a handful of businesses (ski resorts) 
who have not proven that such a connection would even be beneficial today, much less in the future considering global warming and the flat/declining trends of the resort skiing industry (according to their own study).
·      The question on the survey asking if the transit “solutions” are “environmentally-sustainable” is fundamentally flawed: transit systems are not intended to be “environmentally sustainable”; they are intended to transport people from point to point. Since NO ONE – 
including trans engineers who have looked into this project – knows if they’ll actually be environmentally-sustainable (eg degrading the watershed) that point is misguided at best and badly misleading and irrelevant at worst.  The question should be “Is this a solution that I as a 
user of the Central Wasatch would actually use and be willing to pay for?”
·      At the moment parking is the limiting factor for pressurized use in the Cottonwood Canyons; enabling as many people as possible to use the canyon will result in more user pressure.  Optimizing Bus Rapid Transit will be an intermediate step to moving possibly-somewhat 
more people up the canyon to put only moderate additional use pressure on the canyons. 
·      I am in full support of a year-round bus shuttle system for Mill Creek Canyon.
·      I am in full support of a train/light rail system linking the Salt Lake Valley with Park City.  This is a system that I feel would be used far more extensively by commuters and lower-income resort workers around the clock on a more-regular schedule than a LCC canyon train 
that would be associated almost exclusively for time-intensive recreation. 
·      The rationale provided for abandoning the Parley’s rail transit  - that was favored in the Trans system group - is that it would not be competitive with the freeway; however, this rationale was not applied to the successful SLC airport Trax line. 
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Recreation·      I am in full support of creating a trails network in the upper reaches of the two canyons
·      The trails should be a mix of hiking exclusive, mountain biking exclusive, and and shared (and/or with management techniques conducive to habits; ie Snowbird’s new trail being uphill til the tram runs and then it becomes downhill).
·      Any new road/transit construction must have improved road cycling facilities (wider shoulders, exclusive bike lanes, disconnected paved bike paths)
·      LCC/BCC parking areas need to be enlarged and enhanced for the major dispersed user trailheads, with optional stops for the Bus Rapid Transit at White Pine, Argenta, Butler Fork, Mineral Fork, etc.
·      I support the permanent protection of the Emma Ridges to Superior ridgeline from development. 
·      I do NOT support a chairlift in Grizzly Gulch.  I recognize that it is private property, but I also appreciate that much of Alta’s operations are on public land and that they stand to benefit greatly from enhanced base development on a lot of lucrative land, additional water use, 
increased snowmaking, and improved LCC transit.  Grizzly Gulch and the surrounding area should be put into some sort of permanent protection. 
·      I could (NOT AND NEVER WILL BE) be supportive of chairlifts and development into the American Fork Canyon depending on alignment and scope.  
·      I could be supportive of a re-aligned chairlift in Honeycomb Canyon, depending on the alignment, provided there are no effects on Silver Fork backcountry
·      I am supportive of Brighton’s formal adoption of Hidden Canyon, provided any chairlift reaches back towards the Great Western chairlift.
·      I am supportive of increased connectivity between Brighton and Solitude in the SolBright area.
·      I am supportive of enhanced facilities at identified high-use nodes to both concentrate use in appropriate close-in areas and disperse use in more-remote areas
I am in support of modifying wilderness boundaries to accomodate new and existing sections of the Bonneville Shoreline Trail. 
·      I fail to understand how the Mountain Accord can consider all forms of recreation in the Central Wasatch except for one of the most significant and controversial forms:  Wasatch Powderbirds.  To me this “oversight”  of neglecting helicopter skiing in our tiny range –that 
was based on a Forest Service administrative timeline that was arbitrarily changed from 5 year renewals to 10 years  - is an egregious omission. 
Economics·      I support enabling the ski resorts to utilize more water for snowmaking
·      I support adding potential land and altering zoning for additional development at the various resorts’ bases. 
·      I support enabling the ski resorts to expand their summertime activities within their existing footprints.
·      I support enhanced modern avalanche mitigation techniques (ie Gas-X) above Alta. I do NOT support a chairlift on Flagstaff peak
·      I do not support extraordinarily-expensive, taxpayer-funded “solutions” to “problems” that enable profit maximization for ski resorts whose lift tickets are pricing their customers out of an already-flat-to-declining market. 
Environment·      I am not an environmental specialist, so I cannot comment on the survey question:  “does the Blueprint achieve environmental stewardship of the natural resources?” 
·      I know that the EPA has determined that ski resort development has a more profound effect on watershed integrity than ANY other development.  But I am cautiously optimistic that SLC Water and various other governing bodies will ensure water quality despite the threats 
associated with increased use, transit, and development.
·      I am in favor of a re-forestation effort on (particularly) the Emma ridgeline area
·      I am becoming increasingly convinced that simple people-pressure on the canyons is having a degrading effect on the watershed, and dramatically increasing opportunities to transport people up the canyons will have a commensurate effect on the watershed quality. 
·      I am concerned that the ski resorts are getting many of their desired “gets”, and their “gives” are more along the lines of “we are not taking as much as we could take”, at the expense of potential environmental and backcountry terrain preservation. 
Overall I have found the “blueprint” (it should have been called a “ proposal”) to NOT be reflective of the thousands of hours of work that people put into the system group meetings and submeetings over the summer; it confirms to me that the Exec board was made up of a lot 
of Important People who were not very engaged in the process and therefore created a plan that represented their impressions/interests rather than what was determined by the System Groups. 
Therefore I DO NOTsupport the “blueprint” in its current form, but I am a strong believer in the Mountain Accord ideals and timing, and am very hopeful that a more equitable balance of gives and takes can be achieved to accommodate many constituents’/stakeholders’ 
desires, IF they are all willing to concede on some of their desires
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First of all, thank you for your continued efforts to receive comments from the public and make the process very accessible. I have worked in the transportation industry in the past and know that it is a challenge.
That being said, I am surprised that a more robust bus system is not the primary proposal for the blue print. If the train or dedicated bus lane were even feasible to build, the following proposal would still need to be implemented to solve the local transportation issue in the 
interim. Any widening of Little Cottonwood Canyon would take the better part of a decade to complete and would certainly restrict access during construction. This begs the question of 'why not focus on improving the existing bus infrastructure as the primary means to the 
end?' Well because that's not as exciting as marketing a train the way the Europeans can. However their canyons do not occupy a relatively small area that directly impacts a major metro area's water supply like the Wasatch range does.
The following are very actionable suggestions that maximize existing infrastructure and provide ski resort users with a reliable system that would greatly alleviate the individual vehicle use currently happening in the Cottonwood Canyons.
Dedicated Canyon Buses: Each canyon should operate dedicated buses rather than have the buses coming from the various Trax stops all the way to the resorts. This current systems results in buses rarely arriving at the mouth of the canyon location on time. This also results in 
buses being very full by the time they get to the most popular pick up point. Many local residents turn to hitchhiking instead, which is neither safe nor legal.
Continuous Bus Hours: There is currently very limited bus service in the canyons. I encourage you to review the schedules thoroughly. Many locals have the luxury of spending only half of a day in the canyons due to backcountry use and/or season passes at the resorts. I and 
many others frequently opt not to take the bus because it is not feasible to leave the resort in time to make it to work or other obligations prior to 2:00 pm. The bus schedule seems to only be designed for tourists who prefer to ski from open to close. Even in that scenario, 
there is limited service in the morning, so if you miss the one bus you have to wait 30 minutes for the next. This again leads to locals opting for hitch hiking or getting back in their personal vehicle and ignoring 4x4 requirements. With dedicated canyon buses, there should be 
uninterrupted and frequent bus service.
Extended Bus Hours: All bus service stops within an hour and a half of the lifts closing. This is not enough time for those choosing to dine at the mountain and still utilize public transportation. Ideally a visitor would be able to use the bus system to connect to transportation 
and enjoy the dining options that the valley has to offer and still return to lodging at the resorts. Many tourists opt to stay in the valley since the resort amenities in the cottonwood canyons are lacking. This would provide a Win-Win for those staying in the valley who wish to 
remain on the mountain through the evening and those staying at the resort wishing to enjoy Salt Lake City.
Park City Express Ski Bus: I have to invoke my personal experience with this topic. I have been to Europe where they connect massive resorts with extraordinarily long and boring runs as well as trams, trains, chairs, and gondolas. I quickly learned that traveling between resorts 
was a complete waste of my day with more time spent on lifts than skiing. I had a Big Cottonwood Pass last year and only skied both resorts in the same day one time because it was such a tedious connection that took an hour out of my day... I can't imagine trying to connect 
from Park City to Snowbird and then back again! This doesn't even include the issue of 2 of the 7 resorts not allowing snowboarders, which renders the connections useless anyways. So I am proposing an express bus from Park City with limited stops that would connect visitors 
to the mouth of each canyon where they can board a dedicated canyon bus. This is better than using lifts to connect because visitors could take a bus that would allow them to be on the slopes of their desired resort at open instead of beginning the 2 hour journey or riding lifts 
once the resort of origin opens. Park City visitors and/or residents could then also enjoy the food and drink options at these resorts without worrying about having to be on lifts early enough to get back to their original resort prior to close. In Zermatt, Switzerland I witnessed a 
group of Italians trying to find accommodations for the night because they did not get on the last connecting lift to cross back into Italy before 3:30 pm.
Utilize Existing Parking Structures: Many local users gravitate toward the mouth of each canyon as a designated meet up. However, building adequate parking in these areas is neither feasible nor a good idea to maintain the character of the canyons. The commercial hub 
located at 3000 E and 6200 S already contains parking infrastructure, a ski shop, coffee shops, restaurants, etc. to become a hub for ski transportation. 
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Offer a One Wasatch Pass: The lure of multiple resorts on one pass in Europe and Colorado has less to do with attempting to cover multiple resorts in one day, which is difficult and not enjoyable, but rather the flexibility to decide the day of or the night before where you 
would like to go skiing. Many people would gladly pay a premium for a combination day pass in order to have that flexibility. I know less about the financial viability of this option, but it should be considered as an alternative to physically connecting the resorts.
Restricted Car Access/Parking: This is a complicated issue, but the fact stands that there is more demand than supply in the cottonwood canyons and that is only getting worse. The regular and reliable bus system would need to be implemented prior to restricting vehicle use in 
the canyons. If continuous and frequent bus service is implemented it may reduce the need for this option all together. I would personally never drive to the resort if I knew I could take a bus within 15 minutes of parking and then catch a bus within 15 minutes of deciding to 
head back to my car. However, if demand continues then carpool lots and other vehicle restrictions need to be evaluated. A train is not the solution. The parking lots at these resorts represent the max number of users that make sense for an enjoyable experience. Please don't 
turn us into the 30+ minute lift line waits of Colorado.
The suggestions I have outlined benefit each of the 4 system groups.
Transportation is enhanced for both local and visiting users reducing the need for individual vehicles in the canyons as well as for connecting to Park City. These options are also more easily implemented and would have a significant impact. 
Economy is enhanced by allowing resort users to spend more time in recreation hubs due to extended bus service as well as opening up more dining and lodging options for visitors by having more convenient access. 
Recreation is preserved for backcountry users which are a quickly growing user group as well as focus on enjoying recreation itself, not spending time on lifts. Also increasing the number of user at the resorts detracts from the experience that attracts visitors to Utah in the first 
place.
Environment is both protected and enhanced by reducing individual cars in stop-and-go traffic as well maintaining the existing watershed protections and not altering the character of Little Cottonwood Canyon with a train or widened road.
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      I am a Utah transplant from Massachusetts. Growing up I considered myself an explorer: I was in Boy Scouts, I would ride my local mountain bike trails tirelessly to find new places, spent countless days hiking the White Mountains and beyond...the list goes on. Skiing New 
England, I got a taste of both my own aversion to crowded ski resorts and also the sense of freedom and euphoria that is possible to attain with exploring sidecountry and backcountry ski terrain. Now, admittedly, I won't exactly claim that I am a backcountry skier. Sugarbush, 
Vermont's sidecountry, Tuckerman's Ravine in NH, and other relatively low-risk out of bounds skiing has been the scope of my experience. I lived in Breckenridge, CO for two winters and got tired of the crazy lift lines and the ritzy/touristy vibes, so I sought out a new place to 
work and ski, and landed at Alta. This past winter was my second season working there, and both seasons I was yearning to finally take my Avy 1 class, invest time into studying books/gaining experience and invest money into the proper gear, and get out there on the skin 
track for real. However, finding that Alta and LCC in general are vastly different from larger resort towns like Breck in that they don't receive nearly the same crowds, I found myself content with exploring the seemingly never-ending inbounds terrain. I was okay with saving 
money for the time being and getting to know the area a little better first to maintain a healthy respect for the backcountry, instead of trying to be a hero and rushing out of bounds. That said, all along I've known in the back of my head that before long, the day will come when 
I will finally find the drive to commit and step in with both feet and explore the Wasatch on my own two feet. With two seasons skiing strictly at the resort, I feel that that day is approaching.
     As the people in charge of this grand Mountain Accord plan, the leaders of, you guys owe it not to me, but the thousands if not more people just like me who are eager and aspiring to venture into backcountry skiing for the first time. I know that Alta is but one of the 7 
resorts in the picture here, but the reason Alta is so special and stands out in my mind (having skied 6 of the 7) is because in my mind it most closely parallels what I imagine the Wasatch backcountry to be like. It is like a time machine - the development is minimal, the 
experience is pure, and it allows people to find a greater connection with nature and the community, which is really what skiing is all about. Authenticity, not publicity and exponential growth. It parallels the best parts of Utah in so many ways, all the preserved wild spaces that 
people flock to from all over the world. Having never experienced dawn patrols or any other aspect of backcountry skiing in the Wasatch, Alta to me feels like a first step, a gateway into a higher realm that is in grave danger of being permanently altered beyond recognition of 
what so many generations before us have come to love.
     First and foremost, the idea of a publicly funded or subsidized transit/connection system that exists for the benefit of big business is utterly absurd. Not that I support these large corporations and the agencies involved in developing their operations even if it was self-
funded, but the idea that they are trying to push for government funding and taxpayer dollars to carry out a plan that isn't unanimously supported by the public is pathetic and cowardly. Secondly, having the idea drilled into my brain two winters in a row that the watershed of 
LCC is highly fragile and in need of protection and preservation, it really paints the proponents of these grand developments as scumbag hypocrites for wanting to commercially expand these areas knowing they will endanger the ecosystems and threaten the watershed even 
more than it already is. We do not need all of the certain construction runoff We do not need an aerial tram between Park City and BCC and we certainly don't need tunnels connecting any of the canyons. I saw a comment on the WBA website claiming that one reason tunnels 
between the canyon heads were proposed is because they could provide a solution to the "emergency" of being stuck up canyon during a road closure - I can tell you firsthand from my experience as a bartender at Alta, I was working during the one standout Christmas week 
storm when the roads were closed until about 9pm; the bar was packed and nobody seemed to be in a state of emergency. People kind of just dealt with it, they accepted they'd have to just drink some beer, eat some nachos, and get home a little later than expected. It was an 
experience to be enjoyed, not an inconvenience or a burden. The road was closed and that was that. Is it insensitive to ignore the possibility that, sure, there could truly be an emergency down valley that somebody up the canyon needs to be present for? I think you could look 
at it that way, yes, but I believe the toll of implementing these tunnels absolutely outweighs the need to mitigate the risk of maybe a few cases a year where this occurs. These canyons have been operating commercially as far back as when Alta opened 77 years ago without the 
need - why all of a sudden is this an issue? These tunnels would just be extra unnecessary gimmicks adding to the grandeur of the fancy ski vacation experience. Park City and its surrounding areas already have enough glitz and glamour to appease the high rollers. Tourists, ski 
resort executives, and locals with extremely expensive taste - who speak neither for the majority of the ski industry nor the soul of the sport - would be the only ones to benefit from a plan of this caliber because they are the only ones who care for amenities like the ones 
proposed. Despite how "imperative" it is for businesses to continually expand and growth to be logged on the charts, it is not sustainable. If these plans pass and development is given the green light, what's going to happen twenty years down the road? Is whatever remains of 
the backcountry going to get forced out of the hands from the people who know it and love it the most when people get enough of their newfound access? Then what? There's no more land to seize; what will the resorts that need growth do? Local skiers and riders understand 
what skiing is about and know that these luxuries aren't necessary. They certainly don't cry every night because there aren't more skiers out on the hill or in the backcountry; they just want to go skiing. There needs to be a major shift in the attitudes and approach to 
environmental humility and reserve of these big enterprises that generate such large scale business on the land to which they owe the majority of their wealth and success. I understand the motives for some of the proposed ideas from an environmental standpoint, and I 
acknowledge the fact that skiers are certainly guilty of having a substantial carbon footprint. Which is why, despite knowing it would be frowned upon by LCC/BCC locals who live in the canyon and get the place to themselves when the roads close, I can possibly get behind the 
idea of a train up the canyons to help cut back on individual vehicle emissions. Or at least a designated bus lane. That said, fairness to backcountry skiers is of paramount importance and stops at major trailheads to disperse human-powered traffic are a must.
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If you read my message and the thousands of others that are sure to flood your inboxes, please know that your time and thoughtful consideration of the concerns of genuine, well-meaning citizens like myself is highly appreciated. This is a monumental possible turning point 
for the future of one of our country's most beautiful and beloved wild areas, and we the people need your help in preserving its natural splendor. Please take seriously the overwhelmingly positive effects that wide open, undeveloped spaces have on the mental and physical 
health of the community that enjoys them, and really ask yourselves if caving in to the financial pressure to please big business and their clientele is what this state - both its people and its remote environments that foster ecosystems - needs. 
I hope you understand that if the natural world and its intrinsic value have ever shaped your life in any way; if perhaps the beauty of the great outdoors and the fantastic access to these amazing, dare I say sacred, spaces that already exists here is what brought you to Utah in 
the first place; I hope you understand that deep down in your hearts, you already know what the right decision is. My only hope then is that you will have the courage to follow your hearts and make that decision.
Long live wild spaces and smiling faces.
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Please find attached the comments of the Utah Chapter on the Mountain Accord Blueprint.  Thank you,
Utah Chapter, Sierra Club
To Whom It May Concern: Throughout its century-plus history, the Sierra Club has been at the forefront of the movement to protect America's wild places and the beauty, clean water, wildlife habitat, restorative and recreational opportunities they provide.  Here in Utah, the 
Wasatch Mountains are a unique resource to the citizens of Utah and visitors from all parts of the world.  The Utah Chapter of the Sierra Club supports the Mountain Accord blueprint process and the efforts to preserve the quality of experience in key backcountry terrain, 
provide enduring protection against ski resort and residential expansion and resolve transportation issues involved in accessing the mountains.  The discussion of environmental concerns in the Blueprint is conceptually sound but we feel needs to be more central to planning.  
Protecting the Wasatch environment should drive other parts of the Blueprint and be a pre-condition to any development strategies seriously considered. We believe that some aspects of the Mountain Accord process have the potential to yield positive outcomes for both 
conservationists and developers. However, we oppose other parts of the February 2015 Mountain Accord Blueprint and believe other areas deserve further study before informed comments can be made.Train versus Bus in Little Cottonwood Canyon
A railway would be visually intrusive, very noisy, and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife. 
Understandably the ski resorts would like better guest access during times of heavy demand.  Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel time to driving, affordable and potentially protected from road-sweeping avalanches. We believe better access 
might be achieved with improved bus service. A dedicated bus lane could be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.  
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design. Fare costs must be kept low or people will continue to drive. As compared to an expensive, slow, likely cog-railway service, bus service would be 
preferable because: • The frequency of rail service would probably not be as good as buses because trains would carry more passengers per trip than a bus.
• In low demand times during the year and during each day, operating a train may not be economical, or result in expensive fares and infrequent service.  
• Bus service could be scaled to match demand more flexibly than a train, by using vans and various size buses, while maintaining a frequent schedule.  
• A special maintenance facility for the railway may be needed near the mouth of Little Cottonwood in a prime residential area or in the scenic upper part of the canyon. Tunnels and other Transit Issues
The Sierra Club does not see any persuasive evidence that the ski industry marketing concept of “One Wasatch” would benefit the region. Such a major change to the existing ski resort infrastructure should be evaluated on a needs-and-cost basis as well as an environmental 
impact basis. At this stage, the need is not a given and the cost and environmental impacts are not known. Instead, we believe the Blueprint should address the greatest transit needs for residents and guests, above and distinct from ski resort marketing and profitability.  We 
therefore would look favorably upon improved transit between Salt Lake City and Park City, such as improved bus service or train.  However, we are highly skeptical of tunnels in Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City and cannot support inter-canyon/resort train 
service as articulated in the Blueprint. We believe that this aspect of the plan: • serves primarily as a ski resort marketing device that would do little to address regular transit needs for city residents and guests, and 
• would pose multiple environmental concerns during and after construction such as water pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons, and 
• would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, presumably paid by Utah taxpayers who would not generally benefit from them.
Land Swaps
The Blueprint proposes a number of land parcel exchanges.  The Utah Chapter agrees in principle to preserving pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in less sensitive locations.   However, it was difficult to see at the scale provided 
exactly where the various land parcels are located, what visual and other environmental impacts might result, and what the process would be for each change in ownership. Therefore, we support the general concept of land swap but reserve final judgment until we see the 
details. Further, the land swap should be reviewed and approved parcel-by-parcel rather than in toto.
Further Study Needed
How accurate are growth forecasts for recreational skiing/snowboarding given the following factors?
• Climate Change.  The Utah State Climatologist projects spring snow disappearing by 2100.  This might result in demand for skiing being much below the projections of Ski Utah, a massive increase in water supply desired for snowmaking, or use of artificial ski surfaces at lower 
elevations.
• Declining Interest of Youth in being Outdoors.  Today’s youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents (America’s Great Outdoors 2011).  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
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• Cost of Lift Tickets.  The economic impact of Mountain Accord has yet to be determined.  However it is reasonable to assume that skiers/snowboarders will bear the costs of improved access and expanded facilities through more expensive lift tickets.  How will these increased 
costs impact demand for skiing?  How much usage would shift to other areas such as Sundance, Snowbasin, Powder Mountain, etc.?  Skiing is already unaffordable for most middle income Utah families; only 7% of Utah residents currently ski in resorts.  How much will lift 
ticket price increases further reduce access for Utahns? 
What would be the economic impact on access to the canyons?  
• Part of the plan for reducing vehicle access to the Cottonwood canyons is an “economic disincentive” or fee per vehicle.  This could make access to the canyons more challenging or impossible for youth and economically disadvantaged people.  
• Having toll booths at the mouth of the canyons, either when entering or exiting, would be unfavorably received by canyon users.  
• Is increasing the cost of using the canyons worth the tradeoff to improve resort skier access for a few winter months?  Would every canyon user be subsidizing a ski industry that caters to wealthy non-residents?  
Without further studies on long-term climate and population/demographic trends, accurate environmental and economic projections for many aspects of the Blueprint can only be guessed at.
Conclusion 
The Utah Chapter of the Sierra Club appreciates the inclusive Mountain Accord process.  We agree with protecting land that is currently threatened with development and limiting the footprint of future development in the Wasatch.  Any Mountain Accord agreement that 
increases transportation capacity should ensure protection of the environment, ensure that transit improvements primarily benefit residents and visitors while secondarily improving ski resort marketing, and are cost effective to those bearing the costs.
Finally, the Sierra Club believes that doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.  The future demand discussed in the in the 
Blueprint is an uncertain projection due to economic, societal and climate change impacts.  Further independent study is recommended regarding future visitation patterns and potential impacts of development.

Hello, I totally agree with the Utah Chapter of the Sierra Club with respect to the Mountain Accord, as follows:
Train versus Bus up Little Cottonwood Canyon
A railway would be visually intrusive, very noisy, and diminish the wilderness character of the canyon.  Construction and operation would likely have damaging impacts to water quality and wildlife.
Understandably the ski resorts would like better guest access during times of heavy demand.  Public transport up the canyon must be frequent, comparable in travel time to driving, affordable and potentially protected from road-sweeping avalanches. We believe better access 
might be achieved with improved bus service. A dedicated bus lane could be considered, constructed by widening the road to three lanes where practical, with an alternate flow lane to accommodate bus traffic during morning and afternoon peak times in the winter.  
Avalanche protection might be added in Little Cottonwood to improve reliability of access, if built with a visually acceptable design. Fare costs must be kept low or people will continue to drive.
As compared to an expensive, slow, likely cog-railway service, bus service would be preferable because:
The frequency of rail service would probably not be as good as buses because trains would carry more passengers per trip than a bus.
In low demand times during the year and during each day, operating a train may not be economical, or result in expensive fares and infrequent service. 
Bus service could be scaled to match demand more flexibly than a train, by using vans and various size buses, while maintaining a frequent schedule. 
A special maintenance facility for the railway may be needed near the mouth of Little Cottonwood in a prime residential area or in the scenic upper part of the canyon.
Tunnels and other Transit Issues
The Sierra Club does not see any persuasive evidence that the ski industry marketing concept of “One Wasatch” would benefit the region. Such a major change to the existing ski resort infrastructure should be evaluated on a needs-and-cost basis as well as an environmental 
impact basis. At this stage, the need is not a given and the cost and environmental impacts are not known.
Instead, we believe the Blueprint should address the greatest transit needs for residents and guests, above and distinct from ski resort marketing and profitability.  We therefore would look favorably upon improved transit between Salt Lake City and Park City, such as improved 
bus service or train.  However, we are highly skeptical of tunnels in Little Cottonwood, Big Cottonwood, and Park City and cannot support inter-canyon/resort train service as articulated in the Blueprint. We believe that this aspect of the plan:
serves primarily as a ski resort marketing device that would do little to address regular transit needs for city residents and guests, and
would pose multiple environmental concerns during and after construction such as water pollution, air pollution, noise, and permanent visual disturbances in our scenic canyons, and
would incur significant construction and maintenance costs, presumably paid by Utah taxpayers who would not generally benefit from them.
Land Swaps
The Blueprint proposes a number of land parcel exchanges.  The Utah Chapter agrees in principle to preserving pristine backcountry in the Wasatch while allowing limited additional development in less sensitive locations.   However, it was difficult to see at the scale provided 
exactly where the various land parcels are located, what visual and other environmental impacts might result, and what the process would be for each change in ownership. Therefore, we support the general concept of land swap but reserve final judgment until we see the 
details. Further, the land swap should be reviewed and approved parcel-by-parcel rather than in toto.
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Further Study Needed
How accurate are growth forecasts for recreational skiing/snowboarding given the following factors?
Climate Change.  The Utah State Climatologist projects spring snow disappearing by 2100.  This might result in demand for skiing being much below the projections of Ski Utah, a massive increase in water supply desired for snowmaking, or use of artificial ski surfaces at lower 
elevations.
Declining Interest of Youth in being Outdoors.  Today’s youth spend half as much time outdoors as their parents (America’s Great Outdoors 2011).  How will this affect future ski area attendance?
Cost of Lift Tickets.  The economic impact of Mountain Accord has yet to be determined.  However it is reasonable to assume that skiers/snowboarders will bear the costs of improved access and expanded facilities through more expensive lift tickets.  How will these increased 
costs impact demand for skiing?  How much usage would shift to other areas such as Sundance, Snowbasin, Powder Mountain, etc.?  Skiing is already unaffordable for most middle income Utah families; only 7% of Utah residents currently ski in resorts.  How much will lift 
ticket price increases further reduce access for Utahns?
What would be the economic impact on access to the canyons? 
Part of the plan for reducing vehicle access to the Cottonwood canyons is an “economic disincentive” or fee per vehicle.  This could make access to the canyons more challenging or impossible for youth and economically disadvantaged people. 
Having toll booths at the mouth of the canyons, either when entering or exiting, would be unfavorably received by canyon users. 
Is increasing the cost of using the canyons worth the tradeoff to improve resort skier access for a few winter months?  Would every canyon user be subsidizing a ski industry that caters to wealthy non-residents? 
Without further studies on long-term climate and population/demographic trends, accurate environmental and economic projections for many aspects of the Blueprint can only be guessed at.
Conclusion
The Utah Chapter of the Sierra Club appreciates the inclusive Mountain Accord process.  We agree with protecting land that is currently threatened with development and limiting the footprint of future development in the Wasatch.  Any Mountain Accord agreement that 
increases transportation capacity should ensure protection of the environment, ensure that transit improvements primarily benefit residents and visitors while secondarily improving ski resort marketing, and are cost effective to those bearing the costs.
Finally, the Sierra Club believes that doing the least harm to our unique environment is the prudent course for Mountain Accord in the face of uncertainties over what the actual demand will be for ski resort access in the future.  The future demand discussed in the in the 
Blueprint is an uncertain projection due to economic, societal and climate change impacts.  Further independent study is recommended regarding future visitation patterns and potential impacts of development.



To Whom It May Concern:
Below reflects some of my thoughts and concerns that have come up during the Mountain Accord Process.
Transportation
•      I recognize that the traffic situation in Little Cottonwood Canyon is unsustainable on some winter days, and while I understand the impetus to promote a train version of a fixed guideway, I feel that the bus system is far from optimized and with proper implementation, 
could service both the ski resorts and dispersed users on a year-round basis far more effectively than a train. 
•      Providing copious parking near the mouths of the canyon would be a critical component of this.
•      Without trying an optimized bus system using the existing infrastructure I feel it is impossible to justify major infrastructure changes (adding lanes or a installing a train)
•      Charging a per-vehicle fee - either via a daily fee or an annual pass – would help subsidize the optimized bus/parking system and provide an incentive to ride the transit system
•      Incentivize ridership by making the bus fee free or only a nominal price.   
•      The bus system would need to have both a Snowbird-servicing bus and multiple Alta express buses.  
•      Current and future UDOT plans to add passing lanes on hwy 210 for private vehicles should be focused on improving bus transit systems. 
•      Snowsheds and/or bridges over slide paths can/should be added for increased avalanche mitigation for the highway.
•      I fully support optimizing year-round Bus Rapid Transit for Big Cottonwood Canyon.  Again, with copious parking at the mouth of the canyon. 
•      A tunnel linking LCC and BCC is not needed.  Improved public transit would alleviate the traffic issues associated with LCC, and the “safety” issues that have been ascribed to a tunnel have been overblown; there have not been any documented injuries/fatalities associated 
with overuse of LCC that would not be overcome with improved transit.
•      Tunnel connections would create more defacto resort sidecountry terrain, effectively increasing the resorts’ footprints. 
•      The tunnel would basically be a taxpayer-funded connection that would exist to benefit four businesses (ski resorts) with no/very little validation that such a connection would actually be economically beneficial to those busineses  There are no significant “problems” that 
an LCC/BCC tunnel would solve, despite a considerable cost to taxpayers.
•      The same argument is applied to a fixed guideway system connecting BCC to Park City.  It would not necessarily save time for PC-BCC travelers, is not supported by Park City officials, and would again be a taxpayer-subsidized benefit to a handful of businesses (ski resorts) 
who have not proven that such a connection would even be beneficial today, much less in the future considering global warming and the flat/declining trends of the resort skiing industry (according to their own study).
•      The question on the survey asking if the transit “solutions” are “environmentally-sustainable” is fundamentally flawed: transit systems are not intended to be “environmentally sustainable”; they are intended to transport people from point to point. Since NO ONE – 
including trans engineers who have looked into this project – knows if they’ll actually be environmentally-sustainable (eg degrading the watershed) that point is misguided at best and badly misleading and irrelevant at worst.  The question should be “Is this a solution that I as a 
user of the Central Wasatch would actually use and be willing to pay for?”
•      At the moment parking is the limiting factor for pressurized use in the Cottonwood Canyons; enabling as many people as possible to use the canyon will result in more user pressure.  Optimizing Bus Rapid Transit will be an intermediate step to moving possibly-somewhat 
more people up the canyon to put only moderate additional use pressure on the canyons. 
•      I am in full support of a year-round bus shuttle system for Mill Creek Canyon.
•      I am in full support of a train/light rail system linking the Salt Lake Valley with Park City.  This is a system that I feel would be used far more extensively by commuters and lower-income resort workers around the clock on a more-regular schedule than a LCC canyon train 
that would be associated almost exclusively for time-intensive recreation. 
•      The rationale provided for abandoning the Parley’s rail transit  - that was favored in the Trans system group - is that it would not be competitive with the freeway; however, this rationale was not applied to the successful SLC airport Trax line. 
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Recreation
•      I am in full support of creating a trails network in the upper reaches of the two canyons
•      The trails should be a mix of hiking exclusive, mountain biking exclusive, and and shared (and/or with management techniques conducive to habits; ie Snowbird’s new trail being uphill til the tram runs and then it becomes downhill).
•      Any new road/transit construction must have improved road cycling facilities (wider shoulders, exclusive bike lanes, disconnected paved bike paths)
•      LCC/BCC parking areas need to be enlarged and enhanced for the major dispersed user trailheads, with optional stops for the Bus Rapid Transit at White Pine, Argenta, Butler Fork, Mineral Fork, etc.
•      I support the permanent protection of the Emma Ridges to Superior ridgeline from development. 
•      I do NOT support a chairlift in Grizzly Gulch.  I recognize that it is private property, but I also appreciate that much of Alta’s operations are on public land and that they stand to benefit greatly from enhanced base development on a lot of lucrative land, additional water 
use, increased snowmaking, and improved LCC transit.  Grizzly Gulch and the surrounding area should be put into some sort of permanent protection. 
•      I could be supportive of chairlifts and development into the American Fork Canyon depending on alignment and scope.  
•      I could be supportive of a re-aligned chairlift in Honeycomb Canyon, depending on the alignment, provided there are no effects on Silver Fork backcountry
•      I am supportive of Brighton’s formal adoption of Hidden Canyon, provided any chairlift reaches back towards the Great Western chairlift.
•      I am supportive of increased connectivity between Brighton and Solitude in the SolBright area.
•      I am supportive of enhanced facilities at identified high-use nodes to both concentrate use in appropriate close-in areas and disperse use in more-remote areas
I am in support of modifying wilderness boundaries to accomodate new and existing sections of the Bonneville Shoreline Trail. 
•      I fail to understand how the Mountain Accord can consider all forms of recreation in the Central Wasatch except for one of the most significant and controversial forms:  Wasatch Powderbirds.  To me this “oversight”  of neglecting helicopter skiing in our tiny range –that 
was based on a Forest Service administrative timeline that was arbitrarily changed from 5 year renewals to 10 years  - is an egregious omission. 
Economics
•      I support enabling the ski resorts to utilize more water for snowmaking
•      I support adding potential land and altering zoning for additional development at the various resorts’ bases. 
•      I support enabling the ski resorts to expand their summertime activities within their existing footprints.
•      I support enhanced modern avalanche mitigation techniques (ie Gas-X) above Alta. I do NOT support a chairlift on Flagstaff peak
•      I do not support extraordinarily-expensive, taxpayer-funded “solutions” to “problems” that enable profit maximization for ski resorts whose lift tickets are pricing their customers out of an already-flat-to-declining market. 
Environment
•      I am not an environmental specialist, so I cannot comment on the survey question:  “does the Blueprint achieve environmental stewardship of the natural resources?” 
•      I know that the EPA has determined that ski resort development has a more profound effect on watershed integrity than ANY other development.  But I am cautiously optimistic that SLC Water and various other governing bodies will ensure water quality despite the 
threats associated with increased use, transit, and development.
•      I am in favor of a re-forestation effort on (particularly) the Emma ridgeline area
•      I am becoming increasingly convinced that simple people-pressure on the canyons is having a degrading effect on the watershed, and dramatically increasing opportunities to transport people up the canyons will have a commensurate effect on the watershed quality. 
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•      I am concerned that the ski resorts are getting many of their desired “gets”, and their “gives” are more along the lines of “we are not taking as much as we could take”, at the expense of potential environmental and backcountry terrain preservation. 
Overall I have found the “blueprint” (it should have been called a “ proposal”) to NOT be reflective of the thousands of hours of work that people put into the system group meetings and submeetings over the summer; it confirms to me that the Exec board was made up of a lot 
of Important People who were not very engaged in the process and therefore created a plan that represented their impressions/interests rather than what was determined by the System Groups. 
Therefore I do not support the “blueprint” in its current form, but I am a strong believer in the Mountain Accord ideals and timing, and am very hopeful that a more equitable balance of gives and takes can be achieved to accommodate many constituents’/stakeholders’ 
desires, IF they are all willing to concede on some of their desires. 
(end of comments)
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I have been very involved in the Mountain Accord process as a member of Wasatch Backcountry Alliance, and these are my formal comments regarding the “blueprint” put forth by the Executive Board.  
Transportation 
• The traffic in LCC is significant on SOME days.  Those SOME days are often the weekends and when fresh snow happens.  Not all days pose a traffic problem. 
• Resorts could change be part of the solution by changing hours/ticket prices to spread the traffic patterns.
• Incentivize ridership by making the bus fee free or only a nominal price.     
• Buses need to be more time efficient – it takes too long to ride a bus to Alta with all the stops. 
• Providing significantly more parking near the mouths of the canyon would be a critical component of this.  
• Snowsheds and/or bridges over slide paths can/should be added for increased avalanche mitigation for the highway.   This is done elsewhere in the country and world – why is it not implemented in Utah? 
• I support enhanced modern avalanche mitigation techniques (ie Gas-X) above Alta.  No need for a lift up Flagstaff when Gas-X is a proven solution.  
• A tunnel linking LCC and BCC is not needed or will provide any real benefit.   
• Tunnel connections would create more defacto resort sidecountry terrain, effectively increasing the resorts’ footprints and decreasing the backcountry experience. 
• Adding a tunnel would be a tax payer funded benefit to privately held ski resorts.  There are no significant “problems” that an LCC/BCC tunnel would solve, despite a considerable cost to taxpayers.
• I do not support a fixed guideway system connecting BCC to Park City.  This is not supported by Park City officials and would be a tax payer subsidy to ski resorts and not a transportations solution.
• I think the Wastach PowderBirds should be on a 5 year permit system instead of 10 years.  I wish they would fly outside of the most crowded parts of the Wasatch – that would significantly reduce the conflict between user groups and increase the quality of the backcountry 
experience.  Does the Wasatch need helicopter skiing or is it kept around to appease the elite few at the expense of quality wilderness experience for many?
Economics
• I support adding potential land and zoning for additional community developments at the ski resorts’ bases.  I don’t support more condos that get used a couple of times per year by the elite while workers travel up and down the canyon as prices are too high for affordable 
living within canyons.  
• I do not support more “high end” housing in BCC or LCC.
• I support enabling the ski resorts to expand their summertime activities within their existing footprints.  Solitude does a great job with trials and Frisbee gold.  Park City 
Has exceptional mtn biking trails that are just as iconic as the winter activities. 
Environment
• I am not an environmental specialist, so I cannot comment on the survey question:  “does the Blueprint achieve environmental stewardship of the natural resources?”  Although my gut feeling is no the blueprint does not achieve environmental stewardship of natural 
resources as not enough research has been done on the many proposals.
• The EPA has determined that ski resort development has a more profound effect on watershed integrity than ANY other development. 
Recreation
• I support keeping resorts in existing boundaries.    
• I am supportive of increased connectivity between Brighton and Solitude in the SolBright area. 
• I am in full support of creating a trails network in the upper reaches of BCC and LCC.  Park City has trails that have significant amount of users.  
• The trails should be a mix of hiking exclusive, mountain biking exclusive, and shared.   
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• I could be supportive of chairlifts and development into the American Fork Canyon depending on alignment and scope of base areas.  This could add significantly more customers to Snowbird if the drive from Provo/Orem was significantly reduced.  
• I could be supportive of a re-aligned chairlift in Honeycomb Canyon, depending on the alignment, provided there are no effects on Silver Fork backcountry
• I am supportive of Brighton’s formal adoption of Hidden Canyon, provided any chairlift reaches back towards the Great Western chairlift.  
• I am supportive of increased connectivity between Brighton and Solitude in the SolBright area. 
• I am in support of modifying wilderness boundaries to accommodate the Bonneville Shoreline Trail.  It would be a huge benefit to have a quality trail that goes along the entire Wasatch Front.  
In summary, I do not support extraordinarily-expensive, taxpayer-funded “solutions” to “problems” that enable profit maximization for ski resorts whose lift tickets are pricing their customers out of an already-flat-to-declining market.  Backcountry use is one of the best things 
of the Wasatch and a balanced and responsible land use with be a treasure for generations.  I have yet to see a ski area decrease it’s footprint in the Wasatch.  I’m a believer in the Mountain Accord process but feel the board is made up of people who don’t represent the 
wishes of the people or are working to create a sustainable and balanced use of the limited mountain resources that make the Wasatch.   
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I support Mt. Accord's blueprint proposal for increased environmental protection of Wasatch lands and enhanced recreation trail networks.  However, I am opposed to the following elements of the transportation blueprint: a) proposed resort expansion into current prime 
back-country ski areas, b) the proposal for a train or rapid transit bus lane in Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC), and c) the proposed connection of the LCC, Big Cottonwood Canyon (BCC) and Park City. 
--a--Alta’s proposal to expand into Grizzly Gulch with a new chair lift and Solitude’s proposal to expand into Silver Fork with a chair lift re-alignment would be a great loss to the back-country ski community!! Grizzly Gulch in particular is my main back-country terrain that I ski 2-
3 times a month for most of the winter.  Based on my experience, it seems like the majority of back-country skiers are Utahans, while the majority of resort skiers are out-of-staters.  By giving up more back-country terrain to the ski resorts we are catering to out-of-staters and 
at the same time restricting our own ability to enjoy the Wasatch wilderness.  I am proud to support Wasatch Backcountry Alliance, and I hope they will succeed at opposing these proposals
--b0--I am opposed to the train or bus rapid transit BRT lane proposal “proposed transportation plan” (PTP) in LCC for the following 9 reasons: b1) the urbanization feel that it would bring to the canyon, b2) the potential loss of bouldering and other rock-climbing opportunities, 
b3) the increased risk they would add to driving the canyon, b4) the impact on the environment, b5) the potential lack of utility for dispersed users at late hours, b6) the increased risk for pedestrian-traffic fatalities due to increased foot traffic from a fixed stop schedule, b7) 
the potential loss of parking opportunities, b8) the cost of financing this PTP, b9-b10) the disconnect between this PTP and Mt. Accord’s own ‘ideal system’ research on transportation and growth.
--b1--If a train or bus were added to LCC alongside the existing roadway it would make the canyon feel more urban/developed.  I use this canyon regularly, 3-5 times a month throughout the year, to escape the city and enjoy our amazing Wasatch wilderness through rock-
climbing, bouldering, ice-climbing, hiking, biking, back-country skiing, alpine skiing, cross-country skiing and running.  If a train were added, it would be a diesel cog locomotive due to the grade of LCC which averages about 8%, as electric trains cannot travel this steep of a 
grade.  I am concerned about seeing, hearing, and smelling a train in the canyon when I am trying to escape the city and enjoy the wilderness.  This would greatly detract from my recreational experiences. 
--b2--Along these lines, how would developing a train alongside LCC road affect the bouldering and rock-climbing access and experience?  In particular, some boulders are within 20 feet of the road, so I wonder how a train or BRT could ‘fit’ and preserve the existing bouldering 
experience.  I would hope that bouldering and climbing opportunities would not be lost.  I also hope that it would not endanger climbers or cause increased stress due to proximity of train tracks or the bus lane. 
--b3--I am concerned about the dangers that a train or BRT system would bring to the car traffic through the canyon.  Driving personal vehicles would become more dangerous because we would now be sandwiched between the opposing lane and a train or BRT lane. This is 
especially dangerous in the winter time where cars slide off the road.  An increase in traffic fatalities seems likely as cars slide into a train or bus instead.  Are there measures that can be taken so that this PTP does not reduce the safety of personal vehicle traffic?
--b4--The canyon is part of a protected watershed and a fragile ecosystem.  I am concerned about the environmental impact of building a train or widening the road for the BRT lane.
--b5—As a dispersed user, I would need several stops throughout the canyon in order for the PTP to accommodate my usage: Gritmill, Gate Buttress, Coalpit Buttress, Lisa Falls, Maybird Slide Area, Tanner Gulch and White Pine.  In order for the PTP to be useful for me in the 
summer time, I would also need services that run until 10pm at night.  Otherwise,  I will likely continue to drive the canyon.  
--b6--Given that some freedom is lost from a fixed stop schedule, it will also be important to have a safe trail system since foot-traffic alongside the road will increase in response to fewer access points. This trail system will need to run the length of the canyon, otherwise 
pedestrian-traffic fatalities could increase.
--b7—I hope that existing parking opportunities will not be lost or reduced as a result of the PTP.
--b8--The cost of financing a train is estimated at a billion dollars – a steep price tag to be financed by Utah tax payers relative to the fraction of Utahans who use LCC on a regular basis.  Also, what are the costs of clearing land slides and avalanches from train tracks?  
--b9—Finally, I am concerned about the disconnect between the results from MA’s transportation and growth research, which show traffic volumes in LCC to be constant over the past 11 years, and the proposal to put in a train or BRT.  In the “Existing Conditions & Future 
Trendlines of the Transportation System” MA says:  “In the study area, traffic volumes have remained relatively constant for 11 years”(pg 9) and “Traffic in the Cottonwood Canyons typically operates at free-flow speeds, with the exception of congestion problems at peak times 
(ie, snow days, peak ski days)” (pg 9).   The study area includes LCC.  MA also describes peak traffic times as snow days which they estimate to occur 10-15 days/year (4-5.5%, pg1).  On pg 5 of this document it describes how “climate change shortens the winter season”.  Based 
on MA’s research, the transportation problem is only present 5% of the year, with potential to decrease in the future as a result of climate change.  How is a transportation proposal that is costly in terms of money, recreational experience, and environmental impact a good 
solution to this rare problem? 
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b10—Along these lines, MA’s transportation and growth research also does not show LCC to have projected future issues with traffic congestion. Figure 46 “Map of Traffic Congestion in 2040 without Long Range Transportation Improvements” (pg 50) indicates a lot of traffic 
congestion issues throughout SLC in response to the 43% projected population growth that is expected by 2040.  However, LCC is not an area of concern on this map.  If there is no projection of a traffic congestion problem by 2040 in LCC, then why do we need an immediate 
solution?  

Wouldn’t increasing the number of buses during peak times make more sense than a train or a BRT? 

--c— Finally, I am opposed to the plans to use tunnels or trams to link the LCC, BCC and Park City area.  Again this would be a costly project (billions of dollars), which does not appear to respond to needs from the MA’s “ideal system” research.  I am concerned that this was 
proposed by ski resorts and/or stake-holders seeking land development and resort expansion.  Connecting the canyons in this way would again mean a loss of back-country terrain (likely grizzly gulch, silver fork, and more), as resort skiers would be guaranteed a simple return 
to their home resort.  I am also concerned that linking the canyons in this way would increase deaths from avalanches.   Most resort skiers are not equipped with back-country beacons, gear and training.  Thus, linking the ski resorts would facilitate naïve travel into the back-
country and lead to even more resort skier deaths.

   

I do support the following aspects of the blueprint:  increased environmental protection of Wasatch lands and enhanced recreation trail networks.  However, the transportation blueprint focuses the majority of financial resources on LCC and connecting the canyons. This 
                        As a new transplant to the Salt Lake City Area I see lots of positive items with the Mountain Accord process, however I also see several items which are very concerning for me. I have listed my points below as bullet points and have closed with some possible solutions and 

other idea
Items which I support in the Mountain Accord as written
Environment
Preserve land, protect watersheds and water resources 
• Secure additional protections on federal lands to provide permanent and predictable management. 
• Work with ski areas to place lands in the upper Cottonwood Canyons into protective public ownership. 
• Prioritize and acquire private lands from willing sellers.
• Identify and protect key wildlife corridors. 
• Broaden watershed protections. 
Monitor environmental health 
• Implement an environmental monitoring program and create adaptive management plan. 
• Analyze and mitigate environmental impacts prior to implementing proposed actions.
 Protect and restore the environment
• Implement an environmental restoration program. 
• Provide transportation alternatives that result in environmental benefits to the mountains.
Transportation
Transit incentives and automobile disincentives including parking/pricing strategies. 
Year-round local bus service in Big Cottonwood Canyon. 
Fast transit service from the airport to the Park City area via I-80.
Improved transit service on US 40 and I-80 between Quinn’s Junction and Kimball Junction.
Improved transit connections in Summit County. 
Shuttle service in Mill Creek Canyon. 
High capacity transit connections in the eastern Salt Lake Valley. 
Safety and access improvements for bicyclists and pedestrians.
Recreation 
Improve and connect the regional trail network
• Construct and improve trail segments.
• Connect recreation destinations with trails. 
Preserve key backcountry terrain 
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Economy
Encourage development patterns that preserve community character and quality of life 
• Invest in transit solutions that ease congestion.
• Design infrastructure that is locally authentic and compatible with the character objectives of each community.
 • Focus most future development in urban areas, as identified in Wasatch Choices 2040.
 • Provide the option for a car-free experience for residents, workforce, and visitors.
 Generate sustainable economic growth to reinvest in the Central Wasatch mountains
 • Increase tax revenue that can be captured for reinvestment in the Central Wasatch (e.g., preservation, restoration, improvements, etc.). 
• Prioritize and fund opportunities to protect and enhance the environment.
 Ensure Utah’s tourism market is competitive now and into the future
 • Develop an urban-mountain brand that is unique in the world.
 • Improve the visitor experience for residents and recreationists in summer and winter with high quality transit choices to mountain activity centers.
 • Allow limited new development in the mountains, focused around thoughtfully designed transit stops that provide excellent access to many types of recreation.
Items I would like to see added in Mountain Accord
Transportation 
- I would like to see a Local Bus route that would allow users to stop more often in the cottonwood canyons to promote the user experience for users who recreate outside of the traditional ski area stops
- Promote the third lane to change directions at different times of the day.  AM hours the third lane is only for uphill traffic, PM hours the third lane is for downhill traffic much like major cities do during rush hour traffic or
- Use of the existing lanes in Little Cottonwood to give the Up canyon bus right away this could increase the usage of the bus transportation in LCC.  
Environment
- I would like to see the USFS encouraged to look at different designations for parts of the central Wasatch.  The one which might be the most practical for the Central Wasatch would be a National Recreation Area in addition to the Wilderness Areas which are already 
established.  Mount Hood National Recreation Area is a great example. 
Recreation
- I would like to see Grizzly Gulch added into the land swap program to provide protection for this wonderful backcountry area.  
Items that I do not support in Mountain Accord
Transportation
- Any Tunnel connections
- Rail as it is currently laid out in the Mountain Accord Blueprint
Environmental
- Any interconnection of the LCC, BCC, and Park City areas, including tunnels or aerial tramways. Human powered interconnection would still be possible

 



1)  24 hour Bus only access for all private users, Private car access for resort employees/ DOT/delivery/EMS in the winter season, with several stops along the way to promote numerous users.  The addition of Express buses which did not stop would also be ideal. Summer 
season mixed bus service and private vehicle.  To work this plan would need to provide access for tourist arriving late at the airport, early AM/PM users of the public lands outside of the traditional resort timeframes.  Bus service could be based around the biggest days of use 
or it could be set up with a weekday schedule and a (weekend, holiday, powder day schedule). For ease of use visiting skiers could purchase bus passes at the airport, with lift tickets, or on board the bus.  Ideally, a visitor could arrive in LCC with only one connection ( trax and 
bus) from the airport to the resorts of LCC.  A better solution would be a direct airport to LCC resorts allowing the visitors ease of use.  A great example to look at would be DisneyWorld in Orlando.  Disney has set up a transportation option from the airport directly to various 
lodging options within the resort, to make it even easier to use the fee is included in the cost of the lodging with Disney.
2) 24 hour Bus only for all outside of DOT/delivery/EMS - see above for more details`
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Thank you for bringing everyone to the table and trying to come to a joint solution that all will be happy with. But please do not let the tax revenue generated by 7 businesses (several of which are not owned by Utah companies) completely override the voices of the people 
who vote in the elected officials, pay taxes, and share ownership in federal land. With every passing below-average winter, the ski resorts seem frantic to find ways to generate more revenue, but we should not let them take control of additional public land at the expense of 
the backcountry users. Allowing the resorts access to more customers is a great way to allow them to increase revenues without handing them public property. Backcountry skiing is a hugely expanding economic sector, and one that is particularly near and dear to the economy 
of Salt Lake City. The international standard for backcountry snowboarding equipment was developed and patented in our city, and we have become a magnet for the backcountry community, both user-wise and business-wise. Countless economic studies have indicated that 
backcountry skiing/snowboarding is the largest growth segment of the industry, not resort skiing. We currently possess one of the most coveted and beloved backcountry skiing areas in the entire world, and I fear that a few businesses facing declining profits is going to trick 
the local government into believing that their expansion is in the best interest of the local economy. Instead, we should be focusing on the direction of the market and the demand and embrace backcountry recreation.
·         I do not support the idea of connecting the ski resorts by allowing them to expand into land currently used by the public for free
o   I support Solitude realigning their Honeycomb Return lift, but I do not think it should enable easy access to Silver Fork, as this will have the indirect effect of a ski resort expanding into the backcountry. A permanently closed boundary at this point would certainly make that 
type of lift alignment an easier pill to swallow
·         I do not support any development in Grizzly Gulch. It is likely one of the most popular backcountry skiing access areas in the entire country. Alta is already allowed to utilize their property in the area for their economic benefit with catskiing. Building chairlifts in Grizzly 
Gulch will take land from the public as well as significantly advance the idea of connecting the LCC and BCC ski resorts. Depending on the lift alignment, the backcountry areas of Silver, Days and Cardiff Forks as well as Wolverine Cirque and the Brighton Lakes area could all 
become “ski resort side country”. Public safety would become a major concern as we would likely see a tremendous increase in backcountry accidents and rescue operations. And just as with the Honeycomb lift, this would transfer a huge amount of highly coveted public 
backcountry to de-facto ski resort use.
o   I conditionally support Alta’s alternate plan to build a lift up Tuscarora. The condition would be that the alignment does not allow easy access to the peak, which would lead to the same issues created by a lift in Grizzly Gulch. Much of the south/west facing terrain around 
Patsey Marley is largely un-utilized by both the public and the resort guests due to its somewhat awkward ingress/egress issues (currently too difficult for most resort skier to access, and unappealing to backcountry users because they basically end up in a ski resort). I think this 
area would be a great compromise for the expansion of Alta. But I believe considerations should be taken to protect the backcountry areas of Grizzly Gulch, Wolverine Cirque and the Brighton Lakes area, particularly the area known as Rocky Point above Lake Catherine. These 
are hugely popular and often very crowded backcountry ski areas. Additionally, anyone who is familiar with Wolverine Cirque knows that providing resort customers with easy access to that area is a frightening idea to say the least. The likelihood of injuries, fatalities and 
search and rescue operations is tremendous.
·         I applaud Snowbird’s proposed land swap. Their development into AF Canyon has substantially less impact on backcountry recreationalists (or SLC watershed) than the potential development of LCC/BCC ridgeline property. The idea that they will also somehow “give up” 
on any expansion plans into White Pine Canyon tells me that they are willing to seriously consider the public’s interest when planning their own future. I hope they will continue to respect the wishes of the public as they begin an inevitable expansion into AF and Utah County, 
which I understand are outside the scope of the Mountain Accord.
·         I conditionally support Brighton’s expansion plans as they seek to officially operate in an area most already consider to be de-facto resort terrain due to the ease of access from the Great Western lift. The “condition” is that the plan to protect land in the Guardsman’s 
Pass area is officially passed, mitigating the risk of a never-ending push to connect Brighton to PCMR by slowly assuming control of the progressively expanding sidecountry terrain
·         I support a train up LCC primarily as a means of mitigating the substantial public safety risk posed by the numerous avalanche paths the road is exposed to. That risk is exponentially increased by individual drivers and the traffic issues they create. I believe a train would 
significantly reduce those issues. This would also help Alta and Snowbird gain access to more customers, as the current parking limitations cap their potential income.
o   I would use such a train when I wanted to go be a customer of Alta or Snowbird, but would need to consider whether it was the best option for me for days when I want to utilize the backcountry. I would need to consider where the train stopped and its schedule of 
operation.
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·         I do not support ANY connection of Park City to either of the Cottonwood Canyons whatsoever. These are drastically different areas that derive a great deal of their value from their unique qualities. The desire for PC based ski businesses to provide access to areas outside 
of their own property/permit is a simple one to understand given the significant difference in snowfall, and in turn the value of product from their perspective. However, those businesses have substantially more freedom to build, develop and enhance their land when 
compared to the Cottonwood resorts because they operate outside of the SLC watershed and tend to have a bit more private land to work with than the Cottonwood resorts do. The watershed and Forest land protection that gives them more freedom is precisely why they 
should not be allowed to expand… Protection! With the Cottonwoods resorts ALL trying to expand, the load on the public Forest land and the watershed is already increasing. With the now-underway development to create the largest ski resort in America, I think the PC resorts 
should be encouraged to continue operating on their side of the Wasatch Crest without trying to gobble up the entire mountain range.
·         I support a designated bus lane up BCC to help reduce the number of cars in the canyon
·         I strongly support an expanded year-round bus schedule in BCC to help alleviate the issue of parking on the side of the road in the summer. BCC seems to attract a huge amount of summer recreationalists, but there are next to no parking lots in the ideal places for those 
recreationalists. A bus with frequent stops would be excellent for transportation as well as reducing the number of cars in the canyon and reducing the occasional environmental and public safety impacts of cars trying to park in places they shouldn’t
·         I believe all transportation solutions should consider dispersed backcountry recreationalists, but do not believe this should be a “deal breaker”
·         While I do not support any connection between the Cottonwoods and PC (as stated above), I do not oppose a tunnel between BCC and LCC. I do not think it would create a significant impact on backcountry recreation (depending on the exact route the tunnel took). I also 
recognize the theoretical need for Snowbird or Alta to have a secondary exit when the canyon is closed due to avalanche hazard.
·         I believe that any project meant to further the interests of a private business should be funded exclusively by private sources. In the case of most of the resort expansion plans, the public is already contributing significant value by allowing the private use of public land. 
Additional financial support to private business is utterly inappropriate. In the case of plans that have more widespread benefit, I think careful consideration should be made to determine how much of the costs should come from public vs private sources. For example, I think 
Alta and Snowbird should contribute the majority of the funding for a train because it is primarily their businesses that have created the need for such a project, and their businesses would benefit financially by the increased access provided. If dispersed backcountry users’ 
needs are addressed in the plan (frequent stops, early/late hours) then an appropriate amount of funding should come from the public as well. If the train ONLY stops at the doorstep of private businesses, then I believe those businesses should contribute the lions share of the 
funding.
·         I support the idea of an expanded trails network in the upper Cottonwood Canyons. I believe they should be designed to serve all users (hikers, rock climbers, mountain bikers, etc) while minimizing environmental impact.
·         I believe that any expanded water rights granted to the Cottonwood ski resorts should come with a clause that in the event of a significant drought, their expanded rights are suspended. I recognize that some of this water will be for expanded lodging and that may need 
to be considered specifically, but I’m primarily concerned with the idea of private resorts making snow with potential drinking water during times of drought.
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Hello - I am writing to comment on the Mt accord blueprint and express my disapproval of the current proposal by mountain accord. I commented very early on via the survey but have given much more thought to the blue print and would like to expand my thoughts here
My Background: I had been coming for ski vacations to the Wasatch for a few years, before moving here this September. I convinced my job to let me work remotely from here because of the incredible access to the mountains. My wife and I are avid skiers and are now 
members of a growing community of outdoor enthusiasts surrounding the Wasatch. We are looking to buy a house in Sandy or Cottonwood Heights. I am an avid BC skier and also have an Alta/Snowbird season pass and am most concerned over the "proposed cottonwood 
canyons scenario" and the balance between Backcountry and Resort skiing. This balance is why I moved here. Given that I have skied in all the resorts and the vast majority of the popular BC ski terrain I believe I have a valuable perspective on the balance between uses in the 
canyons
Here are the key thoughts I have on the plan:
Superior to Emma ridge: I am glad this is likely going to be protected, as I ski here very often, but I think we should not overvalue what the resorts are "giving up. If it was develop-able it would be developed. There is no "easy" way down from the ridge for a cat track for 
beginner skiers, it is south facing and doesn't hold snow in early or late season and would likely not pass with the city/forest for water quality reasons. And given how many backcountry skiers are alta/snowbird pass holders, I dont think they would want to upset the skiing 
community in salt lake. So the likelihood of it ever getting developed in my opinion is slim to none and now the resorts are trying to get "something" out of it. They already have exclusive access to operate on some of the most coveted public ski terrain in the country and 
restrict access there to BC skiers. They should not be allowed to take even more public land than they already have in exchange for this asset (they should be given resort development rights on their current land/base areas, more on that below)
Grizzly gulch: This must be part of the land swap and it must be protected. There have been multiple times this season when I have stood atop Patsy Marley with a clear view into Alta and into Grizzly Gulch and could easily see more skiers in Grizzly than in the Albion Basin side 
of Alta. This shows how popular Grizzly really is. Please do not allow this extremely popular area to be privatized and have its use limited. Please make this clear to readers that it is not protected in the current negotiation, but still under negotiation.
Mary Ellen: I don't understand why this is not part of the blueprint, if it could be part of the land swap? This is a large chunk of the extremely limited, true undeveloped alpine terrain that Snowbird has taken over this year. Some may think that it is not used. I also have a 
snowmobile to access BC skiing and I have been amazed at how many other groups get up into Mary Ellen and similar gulches to recreate in true alpine setting. Also, there is an issue of how much Mary Ellen would be open, if part of snowbird. Snowbird this year, anytime we 
have gotten more than a foot of snow has struggled to open Mineral Basin until days after the snowstorm, as they are busy working on gad valley, peruvian gulch and baldy. They then move on to Mineral Basin and Road to Provo usually a day or 2 later. This already provides 
multiple days of fresh powder runs given the staggered avalanche control and vast terrain. Now if Snowbird also had Mary Ellen, they couldn't even start to control it until all of Mineral to Bookends was controlled, limiting the days you could ski in Mary Ellen. Additionally if the 
land was swapped and Mary Ellen was given away, it will never be able to get it back if the operations of the resort only runs the lift on limited days. They already provide a very similar ski experience in Mineral Basin and have no need to expand to Mary Ellen.
Silver Fork: This is a very important and popular backcountry area that I spent over 15 days in this year. I was never alone in Silver Fork, as usually dozens of other skiers were hiking and skiing in this terrain. Solitude  should not be allowed to encroach on this highly used 
undeveloped backcountry area. Skiing in Silver Fork can feel like you are deep in the wilderness, while only a short hike from the Grizzly parking lot. Slicing up the canyon with a boundary line, cat tracks, avalanche control and safety vehicles ruins this serene area and limits the 
popular ski terrain in the canyon. Solitude already has an expanse of hike to terrain that is low traffic and sells itself on being the least crowded resort. So why doe they need to take ski terrain with high BC usage? They already have more terrain than they have skiers to ski and 
they have very good hike to terrain in Honeycomb canyon. Additionally, I have read that they want to relocate the Honeycomb lift. This is not called out in the blue print and a misrepresentation of the proposal. Please do not allow Silver fork to be developed. 
Hidden Canyon: This terrain below 10420 is very popular BC ski terrain and it should be kept backcountry with side-country lift access, but not limited by being in resort boundaries and having resorts deny access to BC users. Brighton skiers can already enter this terrain via 
traversing/hiking from the lift and it has been shared terrain. Putting a lift in hidden canyon was not explicitly part of the plan, but I have heard from many sources, if the boundary was expanded a new lift would be placed. This is misleading and not an equitable compromise 
between user groups 
Other plans Alta is circulating (lift  up to Wolverine/Tuscaroura): This land sees extremely high backcounty traffic and would be a huge waste if a lift  was placed up here. It is a tiny magical island of backcountry terrain high in the epicenter of the Wasatch surrounded by 
development that needs to stay protected. It is a very small piece of land for the resorts not to take. Additionally it would not make great ski resort terrain given its steepness and aspect of the Alta side does not hold snow well. 
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Unclear plan/details: I think for most users of the Wasatch, what impacts them most are the details of the plan. The specific boundary lines, how much development, where exactly there will be new chairlifts. Much more than the high level thoughts and conclusions. And there 
were a few details that I, and likely many others missed that could have a large effect on my experience in the Wasatch. For me these are Grizzly Gulch, Silver fork, and Hidden Canyon and the associated lifts that would be put in. I understand it is still early in the planning 
process, but if you want to engage the public in meaningful discussion we have to talk about the real details that would affect our daily use and let them be clear to the public

Base area development: I am largely in favor of further development where there is already major resort development. I understand there is a large user group of resort skiers and they contribute to the local economy. 

Taxpayer funded transit: While how much transit up the canyons will cost and who will pay for it are still unknowns, I would like to add my voice to the many who agree there is a need to find a sustainable transportation solution in the canyons particularly during high volume 
times, but given the need is resort driven, I think that federal/state money should not be driving financial backing behind the project

Overall balance of the ski terrain in the canyons: When I ski and hike in the canyons I understand there is a huge diversity of users and a small area to recreate. from the most extreme backcountry skiers/climbers/alpinists to the most high end resort goers and everything in 
between. Right now the resort skiers have the best terrain for resort skiing. None of the proposed expansions would be as good ski terrain as the Cirque at Snowbird, or High Traverse at Alta. But the expansion would encroach on the terrain available to BC users. We have 
some of the largest resorts and the best in-bounds ski terrain in the country in BCC/LCC, and we have some of the best (but also most crowded) backcountry skiing in the world. This is is fine balance that has been struck between the two and I do not believe this proposal 
improves the balance. 

What skiers really want: Skiers love the current resort terrain, but do not need more. I have ridden many chairlifts, talked to may friends, locals and visitors about the proposed plan and future of the Wasatch, and overwhelmingly resort skiers love the terrain in Utah, its what 
keeps them coming back every year, but the current resorts are so big that they have yet to even ski it all. Even locals that work at the resorts or visitors who have been coming for 15 years still find new in bounds terrain to explore. I have ridden up the lift with many visitors to 
snowbird that come for a week and never even make it to Gad 2 or explore bookends... they would not make it into Mary Ellen nor see any need for even more terrain. New terrain would not make them come more  often or spend more money at the resorts nor would it 
change their experience. Same is true for the other resorts. If anything, transit connecting the resorts in a way that does not affect BC terrain (tunnels) could allow skiers to have more variety and more ski terrain.

Bottom line: Please help the resorts grow and fuel our tourist economy, but do not do it at the expense of the limited terrain that is fueling huge growth and economic activity from backcountry skiers. Maintain the current balance and allow all user groups to enjoy the 
incredible Central Wasatch

Thanks you for your time and consideration
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