
Not an exhaustive search, but evidence of the 416 acres evidenced by public comments
http://mountainaccord.com/public-comments/

Comment from 2/11/15
The map doesn't show the 416 acres in American Fork - this would be an expansion for 
Snowbird? This scenario seems a winning proposal for all parties. I like it.

3/1/15
• I support the transfer of 2,150 acres of private ski area owned land to public ownership in 
exchange for 258 acres of public lands to private lands along the base of the canyon for base area 
management and future development. I think this is more than enough fair exchange due to the 
undevelopable nature of the 2,150 acres of private lands for the developable land gained. • I do 
NOT support the transfer of 416 acres of public lands in the American Fork Canyon. These lands 
are not mapped and I do understand the rationale for transfer of these public lands into private 
ownership. • I support an increase in the amount water used for snowmaking as long as it 
supports the overall best use and management of our drinking water and other water needs in the 
canyons and in the valleys. • I do NOT support an expansion of the ski area boundaries by 210 
acres. I think the ski areas should stay within their current boundaries. I do not want to see an 
over all increase in ski area boundaries except for a moderate amount of growth at the base of the 
ski area along the roads and existing development. The amount of skiable land with ski area 
infrastructure is already a high proportion and disrupts the natural character of the Wasatch. Any 
increase in this footprint would change the character of the Wasatch and limit other uses (wildlife 
habitat, natural area protection, bird watching, hiking, snowshoeing, cross country and 
backcountry skiing).

Comment from 3/1/15
Overall Mountain Accord Blueprint: • I applaud and support the collaboration of stakeholders in 
developing a comprehensive land use plan for the Canyons and Wasatch Mountains. Please 
continue this work. • I do NOT support the proposed alternatives as they stand today in this draft 
blueprint. The proposed draft blueprint does not sustain and support a vibrant economy, diverse 
recreational opportunities, nor does it protect the beautiful character, natural systems, wildlife 
and water of the Wasatch. The draft blueprint should be substantially revised by implementing 
the proposed land transfers, by not expanding the ski area boundaries, by not connecting the 
canyons, and by removing and restoring Guardsman Pass Road. More details are listed below. 
Cottonwood Canyon Scenario: • I support the transfer of 2,150 acres of private ski area owned 
land to public ownership in exchange for 258 acres of public lands to private lands along the 
base of the canyon for base area management and future development. I think this is more than 
enough fair exchange due to the undevelopable nature of the 2,150 acres of private lands for the 
developable land gained. • I do NOT support the transfer of 416 acres of public lands in the 
American Fork Canyon. These lands are not mapped and I do understand the rationale for 
transfer of these public lands into private ownership. • I support an increase in the amount water 
used for snowmaking as long as it supports the overall best use and management of our drinking 
water and other water needs in the canyons and in the valleys. • I do NOT support an expansion 
of the ski area boundaries by 210 acres. I think the ski areas should stay within their current 
boundaries. I do not want to see an over all increase in ski area boundaries except for a moderate 
amount of growth at the base of the ski area along the roads and existing development. The 
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amount of skiable land with ski area infrastructure is already a high proportion and disrupts the 
natural character of the Wasatch. Any increase in this footprint would change the character of the 
Wasatch and limit other uses (wildlife habitat, natural area protection, bird watching, hiking, 
snowshoeing, cross country and backcountry skiing). Transportation • I do NOT support any 
transportation connection between Little and Big Cottonwood Canyons to Park City. • I do NOT 
support expansion or improvement of the current summer season Guardsman Pass Road. In fact, 
I support closing this road permanently and year round to any traffic. I propose ripping up the 
concrete, restoring the roadbed into the natural mountain landscape, and maintaining the restored 
natural and public land for hiking, snowshoeing, cross country, and backcountry skiing. • I do 
NOT support building a tunnel to connect the Canyons to Park City for a light rail, for a rapid 
bus service, or for car traffic. • I do NOT support building a tram, gondola or any other aerial 
transportation option to connect the Canyons to Park City. • I support improving public transit 
transportation incentives and options for movement up and down Big and Little Cottonwood 
Canyon along current paved road footprints. I support removal and restoration of the • I do NOT 
support transportation goal #4 providing new evacuation routes out of both canyons. This 
transportation goal should be removed from the list. One way up and down traffic is a normal 
and natural condition and limit on growth the Wasatch. If development cannot increase in the 
canyons due to safety concerns, development should be limited. Unnatural creation of alternative 
evacuation routes is unnecessary and does not consider appropriate development within the 
landscape.

Comment from 3/10/15

Here are my comments on the proposed blueprint:I definitely think something needs to be done 
about the traffic situation in Little Cottonwood Canyon, however i am opposed to a tunnel/train 
that continues on to Big Cottonwood Canyon or Park City. I support bus rapid transit or a train 
terminating at the top of Little Cottonwood Canyon, however I am skeptical that a train is a 
better option due to cost and environmental impact. I think the money would be better spent on 
snow sheds. My main concern with all of these options is parking near the mouth of the canyon. I 
think a lot could be accomplished by revamping UTA (making it year round, more affordable, 
running earlier/later/more often, with more express buses to Alta and stops at various trailheads) 
and charging skiers to park in the Little Cottonwood Canyon resort lots. There has to be some 
incentive for people to carpool or ride the bus and currently, the bus system is useless for many 
of us who work and recreate in Alta. I support year round bus rapid transit in Big Cottonwood 
Canyon and a shuttle system in Millcreek Canyon. Any road construction should include 
improving these canyons for road cycling.I support a train/light rail system connecting Salt Lake 
City/Airport with Park City/Wasatch Back.I support destination trails in the canyons.I support 
the permanent protection of the Emma Ridge/Superior ridgelines from development. I support 
increased water for snowmaking, 210 acres of ski area boundary expansions that include Hidden 
Canyon and lower Silver Fork, and 258 acres of base area development, however i question the 
need for 108 more units in the Alta base area.I am adamantly opposed to developing 416 acres in 
American Fork Canyon as part of the exchange for the land north of Alta being spared. Finally, I 
would like clarification on what "under consideration" means for Grizzly Gulch before Mountain 
Accord moves forward with the land exchange. I think the Blueprint is off to a good start...thanks 
for listening.



3/28/15
I did not see the 416 acres of American Fork canyon given to the ski resorts on the map. Since 
this is twice the area of the 210 in Big Cottonwood, should be shown. When one is up on the 
Bullion divide between Baldy and Sugarloaf, the destruction of the canyon below for the ski 
resorts is pretty obvious. Also, how will the "public to private" land transfer happen at the base 
of the ski resorts? The Sun Valley people (Earl Holding's private empire) did a nice job stealing 
public lands from the people for the Utah Olympics so he could build his second ski resort. How 
will that fraud be avoided this time?

Comment from 4/5/15
Snowbirds plans in American Fork need to be captured in this plan. Will Snowbird be allowed to 
put a lift / gondola from the Tibble Fork area to Mineral Basin or AF Twins? The alignment there 
could impact snowmobilers in AF Canyon and also could make White Pine and much of AF 
Canyon area sidecountry for Snowbird lift skiers. I believe Snowbird "concession" on Superior is 
not a real meaningful give as they would face massive opposition developing there. Snowbirds 
plans on expanding from hidden peak to AF Twins or from Tibble to AF Twins or Mineral ought 
to be documented and boundaries set to protect White Pine for human powered users and AF 
Canyon for human powered and snowmobilers. Also Snowbirds Cat skiing plans ought to be 
captured if they were to expand the 416 acres into AF, how far would they take their cats to 
public lands? I am a passholder at snowbird for past 10+ years and also a snowmobiler and 
backcountry boarder and feel Snowbird is over-reaching in the AF drainage and they have 
changed uses and access in upper Mineral Basin and Mary Ellen (closing access) and have 
disallowed uphill skiing on public lands in their resort. Snowbird is getting too much leeway and 
boundaries need to be established around their longer term ambitions.

Comment from 4/26/15 
"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…

4/30/15

snowbird should not expand especially not into American Fork Canyon do not allow the 416 race 
expansion into Utah County or any additional enhancements by Snowbird keep AF canyon clear 
of resorts

4/30/15

EnvironmentA. 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.EconomicsA. 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.TransportationIn 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?PlanningAlso 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 statement1) 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
OPPORUNITITES & POTENTIAL BENEFITS Through Mountain Accord, we have the 
opportunity to be forward thinking regarding the predicted population doubling in the Wasatch 
and plan accordingly. Climbers have a seat at the table as a stakeholder in Mountain Accord and 
a voice in the planning process now and into the future. The SLCA aims to protect and enhance 
climbing areas and the surrounding environments. The Mountain Accord interest in federal land 
designations surrounding ski resorts will stop ski resort expansion and protect the Wasatch, 
permanently ending the battle over ski area expansion. The SLCA sees opportunity with a 
National Recreation Area or National Conservation Area federal land designation to protect 
climbing resources into the future. The SLCA recognizes that a mass transit system and trail 
network systems will cost a great deal of money and supports Mountain Accord seeking federal 
funding to implement these systems through federal legislation. Currently, the SLCA works with 
land managers and private landowners to protect access to climbing areas, and we support the 
Mountain Accord process to examine and carry out land swaps to better ensure access to 
climbing that is on private land. The Gate Buttress owned by the LDS Church in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon is one property the SLCA recommends for the Mountain Accord 
Cottonwood Canyon Taskforce to explore as a highly valuable recreation site. The SLCA 
promotes better climbers’ access trails, therefore we are excited about the inclusion of a trail 
connectivity component in Mountain Accord. We recommend the inclusion of a climbing ranger 
and climbing management plan as part of a greater trails plan for the Wasatch. Mountain Accord 
is interested in projects that are shovel-ready and the SLCA is encouraged by the support for the 
Grit Mill & Climbing Master Plan Project– this climber access trail network will set the 
precedent for better climbing access trails throughout the Wasatch. The SLCA recognizes the 
need for funding to maintain and develop recreation areas in the Wasatch and is open to fees that 
directly support and improve recreational sites within the canyons. The SLCA is interested in 
getting more cars off the canyon roads and is interested in mass transportation ideas that serve 
dispersed recreation users as well as the resorts. The SLCA sees opportunity for better trailhead 
parking throughout the canyons because of Mountain Accord. The SLCA recognizes a need for 
an environmental monitoring system in the canyons and is in support of Mountain Accord’s 
efforts to create this promptly to advise future National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) 
work. As a member of the Wasatch Legacy Project (WLP), the SLCA recognizes the need for a 
steering body for the Wasatch Front and Wasatch Back and recommends that Mountain Accord 
consider the WLP to fill this role. THE UNKNOWNS Impacts to the watershed from new 
infrastructure for mass transit Ski area interests in 416 acres in American Forkand how this will 
impact American Fork Canyon Mass transit with different possible routes in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon impacting climbing sites A wilderness federal land designation could prohibit the use of 
power drills for re-bolting work on routes and make working on trails prohibitive

-- 
5/1/15
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.

5/1/15
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: transit tunnels between LCC, BCC, and Park City, but endorse proceeding with an 
EIS for the tunnel(s) proposal.

MOU as a Deliverable from the Cottonwood Canyons Task Force: The available
information from Cottonwood Canyons Task Force states that the ski areas are willing to make 
exchanges of certain private parcels to the public domain in exchange for five enumerated 
benefits. (e.g., 416 acres in American Fork, additional water for snowmaking, etc.) It is unclear 
from this proposal whether this agreement between the ski areas and presumably, the United 
States Forest Service has been formalized in any way. While the SLCA recognizes that neither a 
private party, such as a ski area, or a public agency like the USFS could agree at this time to the 
proposed exchanges without going through the appropriate processes (NEPA, board approval by 
ski area companies, etc.), the SLCA is concerned that this process and negotiation be conducted 
as transparently as possible. To this end, the SLCA suggests that a
MOU with suitable off-ramps may be appropriate to give this process the requisite transparency 
to engender public support.



4b. We support this, but with no further expansion in American Fork Canyon. Land exchange in 
Mary Ellen Gulch, but not expansion towards Tibble Fork. No ski area expansion below bottom 
of current lift. Transit use only.

Ski Area Expansion: The SLCA is concerned about future ski area expansion and the
cumulative effects of such expansions on the environment. SLCA Recommendation: The ski 
areas should clarify expansion desires, such as
Snowbird’s expansion desires into American Fork Canyon. Additionally, this potential ski area 
expansion should also be addressed in the American Fork Vision Process that is currently 
underway.


