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RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE WASATCH CANYONS MASTER PLAN
" AS PART OF THE SBALT LAKE COUNTY MASTER PLAN

WHEREAS, Utah law requires that each county governing body
'prepare and adopt a county master plan to guide the development of
ﬁhe respective counties within the state of Utah; and,

WHEREAS, Utah law provides that a county goverﬁing bédy may'
amend, extend, br add to the county master plan; and;

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners of Salt Lake
County has recognized the need to amend and add to the Salt Lake
County Master Plan by including within such master plan a planlfor
the Wasatch Canyons; and,

ﬁHEREAS, Salt Lake County retained a consultant who developed
data and materials and prepared a master plén for the.Wasatch
Canyons; and,

WHEREAS, - the Board of County Commissipners of Salt Lake
County appointed Citizens Advisory énd Techriical Committees
composed of persons residing within the state of Utah to act in an
advisory and technical capacity to help in developing and revieﬁing
extensive data, studies and the master plan; and,

WHEREAS, the Salt Lake cCounty Planning Commissioﬁ and its
staff have expended a considerable amount of time and effort in
analyzing studies and data, soliciting public involvement and input
anduhdlding'public hearings in order to develop a master plan which
will more clearly guide the allocation of future uses within the

Wasatch éanyons: and,

RESOLUTION NO. ]é?/ L DATE:v&aIé.&-Z/ﬁ? '
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Resolution
Wasatch Canyons Master Plan
WHEREAS, a number of open public meetings have been held with
the community and various iﬂterest groups and appropriate
governmental agencies to review thel master plan in order to
identify problems and to devélop acceptable planning policies; and,
WHEREAS, input from these various groups has resulted in a
final master plan for the Wasatch Canyons; and,

WHEREAS, pursuant to the requirements of Utah Code Annotated

- 17-27-6 pﬁblic hearings have been held before the Salt Lake County

Planning Commission concerning the adoption of the Wasatch Canyons
Master Plan; and, |

~ WHERERAS, the salt Lake County Planning Commission on the 30th
day of May, 1989, approved a resolution adopting the Wasatch

canyons Master Plan as part of the Salt Lake County Master Plan,

‘and recommending that the Board of County Commissioners of Salt

Lake County amend and add to the Salt Lake County Master Plan by
adopting the Wasatch Canyons Master Plan as part of the Salt Lake
County Master Plan; and,

WHEREAS, pursﬁant. to the requirements of the Utah Code
Annotated 17-27-6 a public hearing has been held before the Board
of County Commissioners of Salt Lake County concerning the adoption
of the Wasatch Canyons Master Plan; |

NOW THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY RESOLVED:

1. The Board of County Commissioners of Salt Lake County

hereby amends and adds to the Salt Lake County Master Plan by
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Resolution

Wasatch Canyons Master Plan

adopting the Wasatch Canyons Master Plan as part of the Salt Lake
County Master Plan. |

2. The Wasatch Canyons Master Plan consists of a book
(numbered through page 106) entitled "The Wasatch Canyons Master
Plan", and 21 black and white maps included in the book.

3. A copy of the Wasatch Canyons Master Plan is available
fbr public use and inspection during normal business hours in the
office of the salt Lake County Planning Division, 2001 South State
Street, #N3700, Salt Lake City, Utah. -

7 4

LIRS A . :
APPROVED AND ADOPTED this {, / 7~ day of L T o, 1989.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF SALT LAKE COUNTY '

WAt

n D. Mich

tewart, Chairman

Bart Barker

7 Tom Shimizu £ /

ATTESTED:
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- SALT LAKE COUNTY g |
WASATCH CANYONS MASTER PLAN

Approved by the Salt Lake County Planning Commission May 30, 1989

Adopted by the Salt Lake County Commission September 27, 1989

This Planning Study was funded
in part by a grant from the
Utah State Department of Community and Economic Development
David W. Adams, Executive Director ‘
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

County Plan Objectives, Role

The purpose of the Salt Lake County Wasatch Canyons Master
Plan is to more clearly guide and coordinate the allocation of
future uses in accordance with the present and future needs and
resources within the seven major Wasatch canyons through the year
2010, particularly the use of privately owned land in the canyons
(which comprises 20 percent of the area). When completed and
adopted, the plan will become part of the Salt Lake County Master
Plan and will be utilized by Salt Lake County to guide future land-
use decisions within the Wasatch Canyons.

The Salt Lake County Wasatch Canyons Master Plan goal is to
provide diverse opportunities for public enjoyment of the Wasatch
Canyons within the constraints of a limited geographic setting and
the capacities of the natural environment to accommodate uses
without significantly diminishing either the quality of the canyon
resources or the quality of the canyon experience.

Through the twenty-year intended 1life of the Plan, it is
recommended that reviews be conducted each five years and that the
Plan be updated after the first ten years. Major canyon proposals
or other changing circumstances may cause additional plan reviews.
Plan amendments will be considered consistent with the process
established in Utah statutes. The amendment process under Utah
statute is identical to the formal plan adoption process including
notice and public participation through hearings before the
Planning Commission and County Commission. (For pertinent excerpts
from Utah statutes on the plan adoption and amendment process, see
Appendix 1.)

Specific jurisdiction and management responsibilities within
the canyons are shared by Salt Lake County, the U.S. Forest
Service, the Salt Lake City-County Board of Health, the Town of
Alta and Salt Lake City. Therefore, a County Wasatch canyons
Master Plan will not only guide county canyon land-use policy, but
also will be applicable to County interaction with the other
agencies involved in canyon resource management. For Plan area
lands managed by the U.S. Forest Service, this Plan serves as

County land-use recommendations to the Forest Service. It is

anticipated that if an amendment is proposed to the Forest Service
Plan not consistent with this Plan, a parallel amendment would be
proposed to the Salt Lake County Wasatch Canyons Master Plan.

The Wasatch Canyons Master Plan is the official statement of
Salt Lake County public policy on the future use of the seven major
Wasatch Canyons in Salt Lake County. It provides continuity of
direction against which a broad range of programs will be judged
as they are presented for implementation and approval.

1



The canyons of the Wasatch Mountains have historically
provided diverse benefits to the Salt Lake Valley. Their abundance
supplied water, timber, minerals, and a mountain retreat to the
earliest settlers. The quality of life in the Valley continues to
be enriched by the proximity of these towering mountains and their
canyons. Their beauty and recreational opportunities are easily
accessible and the 1local economy benefits from the canyon
amenities, tourism and the ski industry. The continued enjoyment
of the canyons into the next century can only be assured by the
adoption and implementation of policies which will sustain their
resources.

The Wasatch Canyons are utilized for a broad range of both
public and private purposes. Their watersheds and streams provide
much of the water supply for the Salt Lake Valley. They host
primary and secondary residences, scientific research, restaurants
and lodging, ski resorts, backcountry and Alpine skiing,
snowmobiling, snowplay activities, big and small game hunting,
fishing, picnicking, camping, transportation corridors,
sightseeing, bicycling, utility corridors, jogging, hiking, mining
(historical), and livestock grazing. Each of the canyons is unique
in its physical and environmental characteristics, management and
uses. Each of the canyons is environmentally sensitive and has
limits on the levels of utilization it can sustain. In addition,
not all uses are compatible with one another resulting in potential
use conflicts.

Plan Area

The plan area encompasses the seven major canyons of the
Wasatch Front in Salt Lake County: City Creek, Red Butte,
Emigration, Parleys, Mill Creek, Big Cottonwood, and Little
Cottonwood. Emigration and Parleys Canyons were migration
corridors for early settlers and all of the canyons provided them
with building materials, water for irrigation and culinary use,
minerals, livestock grazing range and recreational opportunities.
Through the 1940°'s the canyons were used primarily for watershed,
grazing, recreation, and mining. Mining and grazing uses have been
replaced by a wide variety of recreational activities which will
be the dominant uses into the next century..

Several smaller canyons, including, Neffs, Tolcats, Heughs,
Dry Hollow, Ferguson, North Fork, Deaf Smith, Bells, Willow Creek,
and Little Willow Canyons, that face the Salt Lake Valley, are not
included in the Plan area for this Plan. However, it is believed
that many of the Plan policies for the seven major Wasatch Canyons
are pertinent to these canyons, and should provide helpful
direction to the County for issues arising in them.
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Canyon Descriptions

city Creek Canyon provides an average of 8,000 acre feet of
culinary water per year and is a popular hiking, picnicking,
hunting, and bicycling area. Salt Lake City owns 56 percent of
the land and mahages the Canycon as a nature preserve, watershed,
and City park.

Red Butte Canyon has been closed to general public use since
1910. As a result, it is one of the most pristine areas in the
plan area. The Federal Government owns over 80 percent of the land
area and since 1970 has managed it as a Research Natural Area,
where scientific research in a relatively pristine environment is
conducted. General public access is still prohibited, though the
U.S. Forest Service has initiated experimental, short-term public
access.

Emigration Canyon with the largest percentage of private land
ownership is primarily used as a year-round residential area with
limited commercial development. Jogging, hiking, and biking also
occur 1in the Canyon, but there are no developed recreational
facilities.

Parleys Canyon is a major interstate transportation corridor.
Mountain Dell Reservoir and the Parleys Canyon treatment plant
store and process culinary water from the large drainage area.
Summer homes, camping, picnicking, target shooting, golf, and
opportunities for a variety of dispersed recreational activities
occur in the Canyon. With the completion of Little Dell Reservoir
in 1992, additional recreational opportunities will be available.

Mill Creek Canyon is a popular picnic area and is heavily used
in the summer and fall months. Winter dispersed recreation is less
intensive. Some seasonal cabins exist on Forest Service leases.
The Federal Government is the dominant landowner. Livestock
grazing under Forest Service permit and horseback riding occur in
the upper Canyon.

Big Cottonwood Canyon contains a wide variety of uses
including Solitude and Brighton ski resorts, year-round homes,
summer cabins, developed camping and picnicking, fishing, hunting,
and dispersed summer and winter sports. The dominant landowner is
the Federal Government, but significant private land ownership
exists in the Canyon.

Little Cottonwood Canyon silver mines once dominated canyon
use. Today the canyon is largely a recreation area, heavily used
for hiking, rock climbing, camping, picnicking, resort activities
and sightseeing in summer months and downhill and backcountry
skiing in the winter. It has two developed ski resorts, Snowbird
and Alta, with associated lodges, hotels, restaurants, and user

3



facilities. ' Ownership is predominantly by the Federal Government
with National Forest Service management. The Town of Alta is
located in the upper Canyon with respon51b111ty for its own land-

use management decisions. )

Additional information on the individual Canyons is provided
under Canyon Plans in Chapter 6.
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Maps are for planning purposes only, and

WASATCH CANYON

evaluation. DAVIS COUNTY
SOURCEINFORMA“ON:

Surface Ownership from:

US, Forest Service - Wasatch-Cache Natlonal Forest, Solt Lake Ranger
District, Status and Encumbrance Map. Updoted 1987, 1124,000 scale

MORGAN COUNTY

City Boundaries from:
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Existing Plans and Policies

Prior to development of this Master Plan, plans and pollc1es
affecting management and uses of the canyons were already in place
and being implemented by the various entities with canyon
jurisdiction. Some existing plans or policies are applicable to
all of the canyons, while others are specific to only certain
canyons. ’

Salt Lake County

Salt Lake County has primary private land-use jurisdiction
within the Canyons. The Canyons were first zoned in 1972. The
Alta/Little Cottonwood Canyon Plan was adopted in 1974 and included
the Alta-Snowbird area. The Emigration Canyon Plan was adopted in
1985.

This Master Plan will guide county canyon management policies
and plans for all Wasatch Canyons. It is intended to supercede the
Alta/Little Cottonwood Canyon Plan of 1974. However, it does not
substantially review, nor does it replace, the recently adopted
Emigration Canyon Plan. Salt Lake County has a history of
cooperative land-use decisionmaking with the U.S. Forest Service,
Salt Lake City, and other jurisdictions. 1In the development and
implementation of this Plan, Salt lLake County looks forward to
cooperation with all other Canyon jurisdictions.

The County Planning Division prepares Master Plans to gu1de
public and private development, Prepares amendments to zoning
ordinances, and prepares and maintains development standards. The
Development Services Division processes zoning and conditional use
applications, building permits, and is responsible for ordinance
enforcement. Proposed developments must comply with building codes,
Board of Health standards, and the county zoning ordinance.

U.S. Forest Service

The U.S. Forest Service manhages the majority of lands within
the Canyons and in 1985 adopted the Wasatch-Cache National Forest
Land and Resource Management Plan for its canyon management
responsibilities. The Forest Service, a major direct provider of
dlspersed and developed recreation, manages three wilderness areas
in the Plan area (Lone Peak, Twin Peaks, and Mt. Olympus), and
authorizes permits for others to provide recreational opportunities
on National Forest lands.



Salt Lake City

Salt Lake City holds the majority of the water rights in the
canyons and under Federal and State statute, exercises policies to
protect the watersheds from which the water sources are derived.
Since 1981 Salt Lake City has had in place a moratorium on any new
contracts for in-Canyon use of its surplus Canyons water supply.
In April 1988, the city adopted a Watershed Management Plan to
enhance protection of the watersheds. Acts of Congress in 1914 and
1934 established Federal protection of the valley's water supply.

Board of Health

The Salt Lake City-County Health Department maintains water
quality and waste water treatment standards within the Canyons.
A 208 Water Quality Plan was completed in 1977 and was scheduled
for update in 1988 regarding waste water treatment, development
controls, and prevention of future water pollution. :
Salt Lake County Council of Governments

The Salt Lake County Council of Governments' Canyon Advisory
Committee developed goals and recommendations for canyon management
in 1983, focusing on Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons.
Town of Alta

The Town of Alta maintains zoning and master planning within
its boundaries.

Existing Permit Approval Status

Several development proposals have received varying phases
of approvals from Salt Lake County, the U.S. Forest Service, and
Salt Lake City. Projects with governmental approvals are pre-
established for purposes of the Salt Lake County Wasatch Canyons
Master Plan. Approved projects and activities as reflected in
Appendix 2 are established.

Plan Process and Public Involvement

Development of this Master Plan significantly expanded upon
the minimum public participation required under State statute. It
was assisted by a twenty-five member citizens advisory committee
and a seventeen-member technical committee (appeinted by the Salt
Lake County Board of Commissioners), the Bear West Consultant
Team, and the County Planning Division staff.
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' The Citizens Advisory Committee met regularly to review the
plan and actively participated in making recommendations.
Subcommittees were appointed from this Committee to more fully
explore specific issue areas and concerns.

The Technical Advisory Committee served as a coordinating body
for the public entities having jurisdiction in the plan area and
as a technical review team. Individual members contributed data
and personal knowledge to the development of the plan.

Early in the planning process and as part of the overall goal
of maximizing public participation, two well-attended public
meetings were held to help identify canyon issues. Twenty major
issues, with many sub-issues, were identified in hundreds of
written and oral comments presented during the first round of
public meetings and comment period.

Following accumulation and analysis of background data and
extensive deliberations by the <cCcitizens Advisory Committee,
Scenarios and Policy Options for Salt Lake County Wasatch Canvons
Master Plan was published in July 1988. The document solicited
public comment on policy options and five different hypothetical
scenarios representing various levels of possible future Canyon
uses. The scenarios were not designed or intended to be plans.

Maps displayed how lands might be devoted to new uses to meet
the objectives of each hypothetical scenario. (Existing and
approved uses were assumed to remain in place in the scenarios.)
The scenarios were built on a foundation of base data, suitability
analyses, wuser data and demand projections, and carrying
capacities. . A baseline scenario illustrated canyon land-use
allocations assuming current user trends continued into the future.
. The other four scenarios illustrated variations of levels of uses
that could occur. In addition to the scenarios, alternative
options were presented for public comment on a variety of 1ssues
and policies applicable to the canyons' planning process.

Public meetings were conducted on July 27 and August 1, 1988,
to receive oral comments on Scenarios and Policy Options for Salt
Lake County Wasatch Canvons Master Plan. A "response form" was
prepared and distributed to assist the public in providing comments
on the July options and scenarios document. . Tabulations of the
response forms and a synopsis of oral and written comments are
available in a separate document at the County Planning Division.

Following the public comment period on Plan options, the
Consultant Team, County Planning Division staff, ‘and a group
including representatives from the U.S. Forest Service, the Utah

11



Transit Authority, and Salt Lake City met to consider background
data and information, public comments, and implications for other
canyon Jjurisdictions. After extensive deliberations additional
consultation with the citizens advisory committee a Preliminary
Wasatch Canyons Master Plan was published November 10, 1988.

The Salt Lake County Planning Commission provided public
notice and presided over a well-attended public hearing of
approximately 1,000 persons on the Preliminary Plan on November
22, 1988. The Planning Commission also received over 250 written
comments on the document. Comments and comment summaries are
available for public review at the County Planning Division.

This Final Plan represents action by the Planning Commission
in considering public comments and exercising its own judgment on
modifications to the Preliminary Plan. The Planning Commission
conducted a hearing, under the process provided in statute, on this
Final Plan, made such changes it deemed appropriate, decided by
resolution to adopt the Plan, and made recommendations to the Board
of County Commissioners for hearing and adoption.

Documents prepared in the Plan process, and available for
review at the Salt Lake County Planning Division include:

Wasatch Canvons Preliminary Master Plan ~- prepared for

public comment and County Planning Commission consideration
prior to preparation of.a final Master Plan.

Scenarios and Policy Options for Salt ILake County Wasatch
Canyons Master Plan -- scenarios and policy options for public
comment, synopsis of data and information used in scenario
development. No preferences were suggested or recommended.

Wasatch Canyon characteristics, Data, and Analysis --

additional background information on Canyon envirommental and
jurlsdlctlonal characteristics, suitability analysis, and
carrying capacity analysis;

Analvsis of Demand for Recreation Uses in the Wasatch Front

Canvyons ==~ a statistical review of current recreational use
in the Canyons, and projections of future Canyons recreational
use levels with an explanation of the methodology for arriving
at those projections:

Salt Take County Canvons Master Plan Analysis of

Transportation Facilities for the Cottonwood Canyons -

additional information and analy51s of transportation issues
in the Canyons;

12
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Detailed Color Maps (for review only) —-- display a broad array
of environmental data, use information, suitability of the
Canyons for various uses, and scenarios; and

Public Comments on Scenarios and Policy Options for Salt Lake

County Wasatch Canyons Master Plan -- tabulations of public
comments as indicated on "response forms" and a synopsis of

oral and written comments received on the July 1988 document.
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CHAPTER 2. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Environmental data, current use levels, projections for future
Canyon use levels, carrying capacities, and suitability analysis
provided a foundation for this planning process. This information
is briefly summarized in this chapter. More detailed information
is compiled in documents listed on page 12 and available at the
County Planning Division.

ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION

The following basic canyon environmental characteristics are
displayed on maps available for inspection at the Salt Lake County
Planning Division. These characteristics affect the suitability
of terrain for different uses.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - The Wasatch mountains serve as a high
quality, dependable water source for the Salt Lake Valley, thus
establishing water quality as a dominant planning consideration.
A Canyon hydrologic data map delineates all drainages in the plan
area, water bodies, and springs. Water quality in the Wasatch
canyons, with the exception of Emigration Canyon is excellent, well
above State and Federal standards. Coliform bacteria is often-used
for a broad water quality parameter for planning purposes. In
general, coliform levels have undergone notable year-to-year
fluctuations making the establishment of a trend difficult. Recent
changes in the Federal Clean Water Act and Safe Drinking Water Act,
and their implementation at the local level, may bring additional
controls over sources of water quality degradation.

'All segments of streams in the Plan area have been designated
by the State under the Clean Water Act for antidegradation, which
means Canyon policies must prevent any water quality degradation.

SOIL DATA - Soil is a restrictive physical element in determining
land-use potential from an engineering standpoint and in achieving
watershed protection. Soil conditions considered for use

suitability included: water table, rock outecrop, bedrock depths,
soil shrink and swell, erosion potential, salt or alkali affect,
soil permeability, water runoff potential, and susceptibility to
hillside slippage.

SLOPE DATA - Slope is an important consideration in canyon planning
for both mitigation of erosion from development and determining
suitability for recreation uses. A canyons slope map delineates
slope categories at 10 percent intervals, correlating to
development restrictions and avalanche considerations. Under the
provisions of the Salt Lake County Hillside Protection Zone and
Forestry Zones, only areas with slopes less than 30 percent are
considered as having development potential.
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LANDSLIDE DATA - Due to the steepness of terrain, distribution of
sensitive soils and relatively high rates of precipitation, the
Wasatch Canyons experience landslide events including rock falls,
slides, slips, and debris flows. The Landslide Data map delineates
known paths of historic slides and best estimated run-out paths.

SEISMIC SLOPE STABILITY - Most of the Plan area is east of the
active fault lines of the Wasatch Fault system. Because seismic
slope stability data is not available for about 70 percent of the
plan area, this factor was not included in planning suitability
analysis.

'AVALANCHE DATA - Avalanches in the Wasatch Canyons pose a great
threat to life and property, and are an important Canyon planning
consideration. Avalanches affect day-to-day winter road operations
and restrict areas suitable for backcountry winter recreation. The
Avalanche Data map delineates known avalanche paths. Although
factors other than those reflected on the map play a part in
avalanche forecasting, it was beyond the scope of this plan to
implement a more complex avalanche model.

CLIMATIC DATA - Utah's climate is determined by its distance from
the equator, its elevation above sea level, the location of the
state with respect to the average air flow paths from the principal
moisture sourges of the area, namely, the Pacific Ocean and the
Gulf of Mexico, and the mountain ranges in the western United
States, particularly the Sierra Nevada, Cascades and the Rocky
Mountains. As moist air is forced to rise over these high
mountains, a large portion of the original moisture falls as
precipitation. Thus the prevailing westerly air currents reaching
Utah are dry, resulting in light precipitation over most of the
state. The Great Salt Lake has a modifying effect on Wasatch
storms, increasing precipitation intensity. Annual precipitation
ranges from 14 inches annually in the valley up to 42 inches in the
high mountains.

VEGETATION DATA - Vegetation distribution in the Wasatch Canyons
follows belts or life zones which correlate to slope, elevation and
soil types. A number of studies have been completed for individual
canyons within the study area.

The Wasatch Canyons Characteristics document briefly describes
vegetation distributions for the individual zone communities.

WILDLIFE DATA - Effects of human encroachment on wildlife habitat
through development and recreation use is an important
consideration in the planning process. The Utah Division of
Wildlife Resources provided data on critical wildlife habitats in
the Wasatch Canyons. Wildlife habitats for mammals are generally
based on seasonal climate, range conditions for browse production,
and areas suitable for protecting new born of the various species.

16




— 1.

[P Lo

—r —r I

v T

] v

[

[~

| A—

Habitat for birds is constrained mostly by the availability of
nesting areas. The Wildlife Data map delineates wildlife habitats
for elk, mule deer, moose, mountain goat, mink, marten, California
quail, chukar, waterfowl, blue grouse, ruffed grouse, beaver,
muskrat, raptors, and Utah cutthroat trout.

USER DATA AND PROJECTIONS

Current Canyon Use Data

Because of the variety of recreational opportunities which
the Canyons afford and their proximity to a major urban area,
canyon recreational use is high. To appropriately analyze canyon
recreation use, a historical data base of available user data was
developed for the time period 1970-1987. For alpine skiing and
dwelling units, data was used for the tri-canyon area of Mill
Creek, Big Cottonwood and Little Cottonwood Canyons. Other use
data reflects the area within the Salt Lake District of the
Wasatch-Cache Naticnal Forest. (Data for scme uses is available
for a longer period and for other uses it is shorter and
nonexistent for even others.) The data is summarized in Appendices
3 and 4.

" This user data base indicates that alpine skiing is the
largest use of the canyons with 1.3 million skier visits in the
1986-1987 ski season. This translates to 650,000 recreation
visitor days (RVD's). (A recreation visitor day - RVD - is the
Forest Service's unit of measurement and consists of one 12-hour
visit or twelve one-hour visits or any combination thereof.) The
next highest use is picnicking with approximately 160,000 RVD's in
1987. Following picnicking are hiking (140,000 RVDs), camping
(125,000 RVDs), cross-country skiing (60,000 RVDs), snowmobiling
(15,000 RVDs) and hunting (13,000 RVDs).!

Also shown in the tables are the number of dwelling units in
the tri-canyon area: 680 units currently. An additional 305
dwelling units are located in Emigration Canyon, and 90 dwelling
units are located in Parleys Canyon.

! U.S. Forest Service Recreation Information Management

System data. Cross-country skiing figures include nordic track.
See Analysis of Demand document for more complete discussion.
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Projections of User Data

As Salt Lake County's population continues to grow and for a
number of other reasons, the demand for canyon recreational
resources increases. To make wise public decisions about the
future of the Wasatch Front Canyons, decisionmakers need
projections of the future demand for recreational activities in
the Canyons. The following is a summary of the demand analysis
and accompanying demand projections for recreational uses in the
Wasatch Front Canyons. A complete analysis of these demand
projections is available in the technical report, Analysis of

Demand for Recreation Uses in the Wasatch Front Canyons.

Despite the importance of projections, they are only informed
guesses about the future based on current and past trends. Since
the future is inherently uncertain, projections cannot reflect
precisely what the future will entail. Instead, projections
provide a sketch of what is possible and, perhaps, most likely to
occur.

Many times, and in the case of this Plan, projections come in
the form of a "baseline" projection. In this context, the term
"baseline" refers to the future based on the existing economic and
demographic trends of Salt lake County, the Wasatch Canyons, and
Utah. The baseline is not a prediction or forecast of the future
but rather an attempt to depict the direction current trends are
likely to take without major changes. The baseline takes into
account normal economic and population growth nationally, in Utah
and primarily along the Wasatch Front. These economic -and
demographic projections are utilized, along with other factors, to
make projections of growth in Canyon uses. Critical to the
development of a baseline future is the analysis of the long-term
history of Wasatch Front growth and Canyon use.

Although the baseline projections may be viewed as the most
likely future because they are based on current and past trends,
they are not the only reasonable projections which can be made.
For example, depending on the successes of Utah's ski marketing
campaigns, the accuracy of assumptions about changes at ski
resorts, snow conditions, the public's preferences, and external
variables such as air transportation costs and other recreation
opportunities outside the canyons, these baseline projections may
deviate significantly. ‘

These user demand projections were made using linear
regression modeling techniques. Many different models were tested
for validity and fit, and the best models were selected. A review
of past projections of recreational activities which used similar
techniques showed acceptable results over time.
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Alpine Skiing Baseline Projections.

In analysis for this Plan, Skier visits in the canyons are
projected to increase more rapidly than in the state as a whole.
Skier visits for Big Cottonwood Canyon are projected to increase
by 2.6 percent per year from 1987 to 2000 and 1.7 percent per year
from 1987 to 2010. . Little Cottonwood Canyon skier wvisits are
projected to increase by an average 1.8 percent per yvear from 1987
to 2000 and 1.4 percent per year from 1987 to 2010. The higher
rate of growth in the canyons occurs because of the close
accessibility and popularity of the canyon resorts. These
projections would indicate that an additional 5.4 million vertical
transport feet per hour (VIF/hr.) will be installed in Big
Cottonweood Canyon, and 3.8 million VIF/hr. in Little cCottonwood
Canyon over the next two decades. This expansion is consistent
with the development 1limits established in the Wasatch~Cache

National Forest Land and Resources Management Plan. Appendix 4
shows these projections.

These baseline projections assume: constant relationships
between the independent variables (snow conditions, ski age
population, income, prices, and capacity) and skier visits;
average snow conditions in the future; constant "real" 1ift ticket
prices; and no dramatic changes from the past in relative levels
of external variables (all variables not included in the
model such as relative levels of ski advertising, air transport
costs, lodging prices). :

. Utah Total Skier Visits
| Actual and Projected
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Dispersed Recreation-Baseline Projections

For dispersed recreation in the Canyons, the consultant team
utilized two modeling approaches: a 1linear regression and a
participation rate method. The linear regression approach utilized
the Wasatch Front population and weather conditions as explanatory
variables. The participation rate method used the entire Wasatch
Front multi-county district's current and projected population as
a base for establishing projections. Projections were made for
recreational visitor days (RVDs) for cross-country skiing, hiking,
picnicking, camping, hunting and snowmobiling.

The projections indicate that all dispersed recreation uses
will experience healthy rates of growth in RVDs. Cross-—country
skiing projections show an average annual increase of 3.3 percent
from 1987 to the year 2000. (This is a projection of total cross-
country ski RVDs. It was impossible to make independent
projections for the various components of cross-country skiing such
as nordic track skiing.) For the period of 1987-2000, hiking is
projected to grow at 1.5 percent per year, camping 1.2 percent,
picnicking 1.5 percent, hunting 1.5 percent, and snowmobiling 1.5
percent. For the years 1987 to 2010, cross-country skiing is
projected to increase by an average of 2.2 percent, hiking 1.5
percent, camping 1.2 percent, picnicking 1.5 percent, hunting 1.5
percent, and snowmobiling 1.5 percent. Appendix 3 provides the
dispersed recreation projections.
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Cross-Country Skiing RVDs
~ Actual and Projected
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Picnicking RVDs
Actual and Projected
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Actual and Projected

Recreation Visitor Days (Thousands)

Snowmobiling RVDs
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Conversions to Land Use Allocations

Once projections of future use were developed, they were
converted to allocations of additional land use for the various
uses. This information was then incorporated intoc computer
mapping. The Analysis of Demand document provides more detail on
methodology used in converting the projection data to acres needed
to accommodate a projected future use level.

CARRYING CAPACITY OF_ CANYONS

Carrying capacity analysis was conducted to understand how
existing canyons facilities and features are accommodating use,
and where future user demands may be affected. Additional
information is provided in separate documents available at the
County Planning Division. Transportation carrying capacities in
Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons are summarized in Salt Lake

County Canyons Master Plan Analysis of Transgortation Facilities
for the Cottonwood Canyons. Other carrying capacity analysis is

discussed in Wasatch cCanvyon Characterlstlcsl Data, and Analysis.

A carrying capacity analysis rests on the relationship between
human activity and the assimilative capacity of physical, cultural
and environmental systems. A carrying capacity identifies system
limitations and the amount of human activity that can be sustained
without exceeding limitations. -The consultant team established a
list of "systems" which would require carrying capacity analysis.
Initially, from the summary of public comments, topics and
resources requiring carrying capacity analysis were defined. Many
of these "systems" have established thresholds based on either an
implicit system capacity or an official policy such as a public -
law, ordinance, or plan. The responsible agency or source for the
established threshold was referenced in the analysis.

Some carrying capacity thresholds are quantitative, and
others are qualitative. Quantitative thresholds express physical
limits of a tangible measurement such as Average Daily Traffic
(ADT) on a highway. Qualitative thresholds explain those elements
which rest on human emotlons and social values.

‘The carrying capacity analysis found that thresholds for four
systems would be absolute for certain future use levels: National
Forest Lands Visual Quality Objectives; water quality constraints;
gsoil erosion potential; and limitations on water availability. For
other systems, there can be more flexibility in environmental or
institutional restraints.
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SUITABILITY ANALYSIS

To establish parameters for the canyons' ability to absorb
additional use, an evaluation of canyon terrain was made to
determine where major existing canyon usSes could be reasocnably
accommodated in the future. Through this rough determination of
canyons' suitability for different uses, geheral areas were
identified that are potentially acceptable for new uses.

Data analysis and on-site inspections were conducted to
determine which areas in the Canyons may be suitable for various
canyon uses including alpine skiing, nordic +track skiing,
backcountry skiing, residential and commercial development,
developed picnic and camp sites, and parking for dispersed
recreational use. :

. For each category of use, the kinds of factors which need to

be considered to determine the suitability of a site were
determined. Factors varied for different uses. Some factors
absolutely control suitability; for example, elevations of less
than 6,500 feet are not suitable for alpine skiing. Descriptive
factors may influence the degree of suitability, but are not
absolute; for example, road location is an important influence in
potential future nordic track development, so roads are displayed
on nordic track suitability maps. :

These factors for each use were then plotted on computerized
maps to graphically display which areas within the canyons were
highly suitable or suitable for that use. Geographic Information
System (GIS) technology, a computer information system, was used
to input, manipulate and analyze geographically referenced data.
For example, GIS was used to determine areas suitable for
picnicking based on the suitability criteria information fed into
the system and the environmental and carrying capacity data
previously discussed. The acreage was calculated and use densities
were determined based on established policies.

Inevitably, the scale of information addressed in these
computer mapping exercises may result in site-specific errors.
However, on balance, the process of overlayving factors that affect
the suitability of an area for a use provides a general
understanding of where and how much terrain may be suitable.

Appendix 5 provides an example (residential/commercial
development) of how factors were considered in the suitability
analysis. Descriptions of the suitability analysis for each major
use are available for review at the Salt Lake County Planning
Division.
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CHAPTER 3. PLAN AREA GENERAL POLICIES

This Chapter presents general Salt Lake County policies
applicable to the entire Plan area.

Highlighted text summarizes policies. The order of issues
addressed is not intended to reflect their relative importance or
policy priorities. Application of certain policies to specific
Canyons is discussed in Chapter 6. Recommendations for the
implementation of several of the policies are provided in Chapter
7.

WATERSHED AND WATER QUALITY PROTECTION

BALT LAKE COUNTY WILL CONTINUE TO COOPERATE WITH SALT LAKE
CITY=COUNTY BOARD OF HEALTH, THE U.S. FOREST SERVICE, AND SALT LAKE
CITY TO IMPLEMENT ANTIDEGRADATION STANDARDS, STREAM SET-BACK AND
ENVIRONMENT ZONES, MONITORING PROGRAMS, ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES, AND
OTHER CANYON WATERSHED POLICIES TO MAINTAIN EXCELLENT WATER QUALITY
IN THE CANYONS.

ALL STREAM EEGMENTS IN THE PLAN AREA HAVE BEEN DESIGNATED BY
THE STATE UNDER THE CLEAN WATER ACT FOR ANTIDEGRADATION, WHICH
MEANS CANYON POLICIES MUST PREVENT ANY WATER QUALITY DEGRADATION.

The Salt Lake Valley has enjoyed excellent quality water from
the Wasatch Canyons since settlement of the Valley. The proximity
of these water supplies coupled with their relative purity allows
Salt Lake Valley residents an inexpensive, plentiful source of
water.

Consistent with federal and state law, one of the primary uses
of the canyons is as a watershed for the Salt Lake Valley. All
uses will be carefully reviewed by Salt Lake County with an initial
determination of whether the activity after mitigation measures
would adversely impact the watershed.

Plan policies could lead to further temporary or long-ternm
restrictions in high-use areas in the canyons. For example, in
some high-use recreation areas where watershed degradation is
determined to occur, restrictions could be imposed including fire
restrictions, additional camping and picnic area limitations, Off-
Highway Vehicle restrictions, and use by permit only.

Maintenance of instream flows has aesthetic, wildlife, fish,
vegetative, and channel preservation benefits. Salt Lake County
supports the provision for maintenance of water flows in Canyon
streams in future decisions affecting canyon water use. However,
the County recognizes that this goal is complicated by the full
ownership (appropriation) of Canyon streams and the nature of
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western water law requiring the diversion of water from water
courses as a criteria for establishing beneficial use. Salt Lake
County recommends that owners of water rights review the potential
for committing water rights to instream flows on a canyon-by-canyon
and case=-by-case basis and consider retention of minimum flows in
the streams to maintain aquatic and riparian habitat.

INTERGOVERNMENTAT, COORDINATION

A WASATCH CANYONS COORDINATING COMMITTEE S8HOULD BE ESTABLISHED
AND COMPOSED OF PROFESSIONAL STAFF FROM ENTITIES WITH CANYON
MANAGEMENT JURISDICTION TO IMPROVE COORDINATION, COOPERATION,
DISTRIBUTION OF INFORMATION, AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT IN BAND
AWARENESS OF CANYON POLICIES AND ISSUES. ' THE CANYONS COORDINATING
COMMITTEE SHOULD NOT BE A DECISBIONMAKING BODY NOR SHOULD IT HAVE
REGULATORY AUTHORITY.

Multiple jurisdictions share management responsibilities in
the Canyons. Coordination among them has occurred informally and
on a case-by-case basis. Well=-established working relationships
have generally provided opportunities for govermmental entities to
consider one another's activities and to share information.
Occasionally, however, activities or projects do not receive
consistent attention and in most Canyon matters, decisions or
policies of one entity affect the others.

Many of the policies established by this Plan will require
effective intergovernmental cooperation and communication in order
to be realized. The ad-hoc, informal relationships which have
afforded cooperation to date do not provide the forum necessary to
effectively address the issues in this Plan or future issues.

The Wasatch Canyons Coordinating Committee is intended to
improve coordination and communication among entities. Committee
members would keep their respective agency policymakers apprised
of committee agendas and activities. County'pollcy decisions would
remain with the Salt Lake County Planning Commission and County
Commission and other organizations the County Commission authorizes
to study the future of the canyon areas. Other member entities
would retain their respective responsibilities and authorities.

PRIVATE LAND ACQUISITION

S8ALT LAKE COUNTY, THE TOWN OF ALTA, SALT LAKE CITY, AND THE
U.8. FOREST SERVICE SHOULD JOINTLY DEVELOP CRITERIA FOR IAND
ACQUISITION SETTING FORTH PURPOSES, PRIORITIES, AND FUNDING OPTIONS
FOR LAND PURCHASES.
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THE ENTITIES SHOULD ACQUIRE SELECTED, PRIMARILY UNDEVELOPED,
PRIVATE LANDS TO ASSURE ACCESS TO EXISTING PUBLIC LAND, TO PROVIDE
ADDITIONAL AREAS FOR PUBLIC USE, TO PROTECT PARTICULARLY SCENIC OR
BENSITIVE AREAE FROM DEVELOPMENT, OR TO PROTECT THE WATERSHED.
SALT LAKE COUNTY SHOULD ESTABLISH A PROGRAM FOR ACQUISITION OF
PRIVATE PROPERTY AND INVESTIGATE POTENTIAL PROGRAM FUNDINRG SOURCES.

The Canyons cannot sustain projected growth in demand for uses
without stressing the Canyon environment and increasing conflicts
ameong users. While only twenty percent of the land within the
Wasatch Canyons is privately owned, the public often unknowingly
uses it without landowner consent for recreation or access to
public lands.

While there are natural limits to the levels of use which can
be sustained in the Canyons, selective acquisition of private
property can increase the areas available for public use, assure
continued access to existing public lands, and reduce the potential
for conflict between private property owners and the user public.

Limited funding is currently available for such acquisitions.
The U.S. Forest Service has a modest fund available through the
Wasatch Receipts Act. The U.S. Land and Water Conservation Fund
has historically been a source for funding acquisition of
particularly sensitive or desirable lands for public use, but in
recent years has had constrained funding. In 1988, Salt Lake City
established a Watershed Protection Fund to purchase private lands
critical to protecting the Valley water supply The Trust for
Public.Lands and the Nature Conservancy are private organizations
which can assist in land purchase transactions if sufficient publlc
funds will eventually be available for the purchase.

Cooperation in establishing acquisition criteria will reduce
duplication among the entities, will help assure that priority
acquisitions are pursued first, and will assure that the
appropriate entities have a mutual understanding of their
individual and collective potential for success in an acquisition
program. Cooperation can also be effective in identifying
alternative funding sources and imaginative purchase strategies,
including the use of third party public interest groups.

The criteria should provide for acquisition of private lands
currently used for access to trailheads or other public land
recreational opportunities, or which are critical for protection
of water quality and the watersheds.
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AESTHETIC STANDARDS

BALT LAFKE COUNTY WILL PREPARE AND IMPLEMENT ARCHITECTURAL
S8TANDARDS TO GUIDE BUILDING DESIGN, MASS AND PLACEMENT OF
STRUCTURES IN THE PLAN AREA TO ENSURE A MORE HARMONIOUS
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MAN-MADE STRUCTURES AND THE CANYON SETTING.
DEVELOPHENT OF THE STANDAREDS WILL BE REVIEWED WITH DESIGN
PROFESBSIONALS, OTHER CANYON JURISDICTIONS, THE U.S. FOREST SERVICE
AND CANYON ASSOCIATIONS.

In a sen51t1ve environment such as the Wasatch Canyons,
aesthetic and development guidelines provide assurances that
development will be compatible to the natural landscape, and
consistent with the public welfare and enjoyment of the setting.

Aesthetic concerns are now addressed in the County Zoning
ordinance and the forest plan. Under County Zoning designations
building materials must preserve the natural beauty and blend
harmoniocusly into the enviromment. These provisions establish a
foundation for aesthetic control, but fall short of providing
comprehen51ve guidelines on the aesthetlc design of structures to
minimize their visual distraction from the Canyon environment.

Architectural standards will significantly and beneficially
supplement existing aesthetic guidelines for Canyon structures and
will provide a clear indication to builders and developers of the
nature and appearance of structures which would be most acceptable
within the Canyons.

PUBLIC SAFETY

THE WASATCH CANYONS COORDINATING COMMITTEE SHOULD SERVE AS A
CATALYST TO WORK WITH THE APPROPRIATE ENTITIES TO DEVELOP A
COMPREHENSIVE CANYON SAFETY PROGRAM.

Increased Canyon use exposes more and more people to natural
hazards inherent in mountainous areas, and increases the risk of
fire and human caused public safety problems.

The winding canyon roads, steep grades, often dry vegetation,
avalanche paths, rock fall areas, landslides, other natural
hazards, and qulckly changlng weather all have the potential of
inflicting serious 1njury or damage to people and property.

The Wasatch Canyons Coordinating Committee should work with
the appropriate entities toward the development of more
comprehensive fire safety standards, improved fire fighting
capability, more effective avalanche danger awareness, avalanche
control and rescue coordination, earth movement danger awareness
and mitigation, flood hazard awareness and mitigation, earthquake
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hazard mitigation plans including post-earthquake evacuation plans
and restoration of essential lifeline services (roads, utilities,
sewers, communications) across active faults at the canyon mouths,
a permanent program for safety inspection of commercial buses and
vans used within the canyons, and appropriate user guidelines for
snowplay activities.

HANDICAPPED ACCESS/OPPORTUNITIES

NEW FACILITIES IN THE CANYONS AND EXISTING FACILITIES, UPON

 RENOVATION, ARE REQUIRED TO BE BARRIER-FREE. JURISDICTIONS SHOULD

MAXE PROGRESS TOWARD MAKTNG ALL PUBLIC STRUCTURES ACCESSIBLE TO THE
HANDICAPPED AND WORK WITH THE COMMUNITY TO IDENTIFY AND ADDRESS
SPECIFIC NEEDS OF INDIVIDUALS WITH PHYSICAL DISABILITIES.

Persons with physical disabilities should not be denied
opportunities for solitude and outdoor recreation available to the
general populace because of outdated facilities.

HUNTING

HUNTING IS AN EFFICIEHT-BIG—GAHE MANAGEMENT TOOL AND POPULAR
SPORT WITHIN THE PLAN AREA.

Hunting is an enduring Canyon activity and key wildlife
management tool. It can be used to effectively and selectively
control herd size and 1limit wildlife to a level which can be
reasonably sustained in good health by the Canyon habitat.

A Salt ILake County/State Division of Wildlife Resources
agreement on hunting requires a special hunting permit in the
Canyons and appears to resolve Canyon user conflicts.

The agreement reduces conflict between property owners and,
hunters, and reduces the possibility for hunting-related accidents
by prohibiting discharge of rifles within one mile and shotguns
within 200 yards of any occupied. structure. As a control measure
and to provide hunters Canyon specific regulations, a Salt lake
County Canyons big-game hunting permit is required as well as a
State hunting license for hunting in the Canyons. Other site
specific requlations also apply: by Town Ordinance, no discharge
of firearms and no hunting of any kind is allowed within the
boundaries of the Town of Alta; and, U.S. Forest Service
regulations prohibit the discharge of firearms within 150 yards of
established campgrounds or picnic areas.
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POSSIBLE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA DESIGNATION

CONGRESSIONAL ENACTMENT OF LEGISLATION TO INCLUDE THE PLAN
AREA IN A NATIONAL RECREATION AREA MUST PROVIDE FUNDS TO MITIGATE
EFFECTS OF POTENTIAL INCREASED USER LEVELE, TO IMPROVE EXISTING
FOREST SERVICE RECREATION AND SANITATION FACILITIES, AND TO ACQUIRE
LANDE FOR WATERSHED PROTECTION AND TRAILHEAD AND PUBLIC LAND
ACCESS.

Legislation was introduced in the 100th Congress to designate
portions of the Wasatch-Cache National Forest, including the
Wasatch Canyons, as a National Recreation Area (NRA). While no
action was taken on the bill in 1988, its sponsor, Congressman
Wayne Owens, intends to reintroduce the bill in the 101st Congress
and pursue its active consideration.

Federal policy regarding National Recreation Areas is flexible
so that specific circumstances of an area so designated can be
addressed. Designation as a NRA does, though, mean a dreater
~emphasis on the recreational aspects of multiple use Forest Service
management principles.

A NRA designation for the Wasatch Canyons could lead to
substantial increases in visitors to the Canyons. In the past,
over-use of the Canyons without adequate controls led to watershed
deterioration. Certain areas within the Canyons currently show
visible effects of sustained heavy use and there is a need to
upgrade some visitor facilities for even the existing user
population.

It may be possible to include the Canyons in a NRA, and make
the Canyons a model area for high=-recreation use while maintaining
watershed protectlon, but such an objective would need to be
explicitly stated.in the creation of the NRA with specific measures
outlined and funded.

LAND EXCHANGES

LAND EXCHANGES SHOULD BE STUDIED AS A MEANS OF CONSOLIDATING
LAND OWNERSHIP PATTERNS AND OF IMPROVING LAND MANAGEMENT
OPPORTUNITIES. THE PROPOSED SALT LAKE CITY AND FOREST SERVICE LAND
EXCHANGE IN THE NORTHERN WASATCH CANYONS IS ENDORSED,

.Land exchanges can be a effective means of adjustlng land

ownership configurations to consolidate lands and improve land
management opportunities under the respective jurisdictions.
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Public land ownership in the Northern Wasatch Canyons (City
Creek, Red Butte, Emigration, and Parleys) is in a checkerboard
configuration of mixed Forest Service and City lands. Although
these two jurisdictions have enjoyed a cooperative relationship in
the management of their respective lands, they have agreed that
land management opportunities for both the Forest Service and the
City would be improved if land ownership could be consolidated.
Salt Lake City and the Forest Service are actively considering a
land exchange proposal for this purpose.

CANYON USER EDUCATION

AFFECTED GOVERNMENTAL JURISDICTIONS SHOULD COOPERATE TO EDUCATE
CANYON USERS TO PRESERVE THE CANYON ENVIRONMENT.

Improved canyon user education programs could help preserve
environmental quality. A coordinated program should be instituted
to inform users about trail courtesy, pack-in/pack-out, respect
for private property, fire safety and dangers, natural hazards
including avalanche dangers, hunting regulations, pet, stream,
wilderness, and off road vehicle restrictions and general
protection of the natural environment.

1
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CHAPTER 4. LAND USE POLICIES

Policies in this Chapter apply to land uses in the Plan area
generally and are the official. position of Salt Lake County on
major Canyon issues.

SKI AREA EXPANSION

SALT LAKE COUNTY SKI RESORT BOUNDARIES SHOULD BE RETATINED
WITHIN EXISTING U.S. FOREST SERVICE PERMIT AREAS AS APPROVED IN
THE 1985 WASATCH-CACHE NATIONAL FOREST LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
PLAN WITH THE EXCEPTION LISTED BELOW. REBORTS MAY EXPAND
CAPACITIES ON PRIVATE AND PUBLIC LANDS WITHIN THE PERMIT AREAS UP
TO THE LEVEL PROVIDED FOR IN THE 1985 NATIONAL FOREST PLAN.

CONSISTENT WITH THIS POLICY, SKI AREA BOUNDARY EXPANSION

‘BEYOND U.S8. FOREST PERMIT AREA BOUNDARIES ON ADJACENT PRIVATE LAND

WOULD NOT BE ALLOWED WITHOUT AMENDMENT TO THIS PLAN. SBALT LAKE
COUNTY MAY CONSIDER PROPOSALS FOR DEVELOPMENT INVOLVING EXFANSION
ONTO PRIVATE LANDS OUTS8IDE THE 1985 FORESBT BERVICE PERMIT
BOUNDARIES PROVIDED THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS ARE MET:

1. ALL REASONABLE OPPORTUNITIES FOR EFFICIENT SKI AREA EXPANSION
WITHIN THE EXISTING FOREST SERVICE PERMIT AREA HAVE BEEN
UTILIZED.

2. S8TATE OF THE ART STUDIES BHOW THAT WATER QUALITY WILL NOT BE
DEGRADED.

3. OTHER LAND USERS, AFFECTED LANDOWNERS AND THE WASATCH CANYONS
COORDINATING COMMITTEE HAVE BEEN CONSULTED.

4. AN ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS IS PREPARED INCLUDING BUT NOT
LIMITED TO ANALYSIS OF TRANSPORTATION, VISUAL EFFECTS, SAFETY,
S8ERVICE, RESOURCE, LAND USE CONSTRAINTS AND CUMULATIVE
EFFECTS. :

5. FULL PUBLIC I‘HVOIN'EHEHT HAS BEEN ACHIEVED THROUGH THE
CONDITIONAL USE PERMITTING PROCESS.

6. EXPANSION WILL OCCUOR ONLY ON BUITABLE TERRAIN.
7. THIS MASTER PLAN IB AMENDED.
ADDITIONAL PARKING LOTS ARE NOT ALLOWED AT SKI AREAS ON PRIVATE
LANDS UNLESS THEY CONTRIBUTE TO SOLVING TRANSPORTATION PROBLEMS AND
IMPROVE THE PHYSBICAIL ENVIRONMENT.

Deep powder snow, the scenic beauty of the Wasatch Range, and

easy access from a major airport and the Salt Lake Valley combine
in the canyons to afford some of the finest and most convenient
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downhill skiing opportunities-in the United States. The canyon ski
areas serve more people than any other canyon use and are important
components of the local economy.

The ski resorts must be able to adapt to changes in market
size and composition and to innovations in equipment and physical
facilities in order to compete in the national market. The Forest
management plan provides for reasonable increases in skier
capacities within the present permit areas for the duration of this
Plan.

Under the Forest Service Plan, skl resort expansion within
existing resort permit boundaries could amount to up to an
additional 4,100 Skiers At One Time (SAOT) in Little Cottonwood
Canyon and 2,900 SAOT in Big Cottonwood Canyon for a potential
total increase of 7,000 SAOT, or a 46 percent increase over current
canyon ski resort total skiing capacities. The Forest Plan
anticipates the development of approximately 10 new ski lifts at
resorts in Big Cottonwood Canyon and Little Cottonwood Canyon that
would open up new downhill skiing terrain and expand access to
existing terrain within ski area boundaries. The Forest Plan ski
area permit boundaries encompass considerable terrain that is not
presently utilized by ski areas.

Ski area expansion beyond U.S. Forest Service permit
boundaries, . except for minor +technical adjustments (for
administrative or environmental reasons), would be inconsistent
with this plan, except for limited instances where lifts access
private land. The Forest Service Plan boundary was not necessarily
prepared with full consideration of an appropriate final boundary
for ski resort expan51on onto adjacent private land. Salt Lake
County would consider expansion beyond the Forest Service boundary
on private lands only under the conditions outlined on page 33.
The applicant for potential expansion onto private land should
consult the Wasatch Canyons Coordlnatlng Committee (see p. 28 for
a discussion of that Committee) early in the plannlng process to
insure that all agency concerns are addressed in the environmental
analysis. Proposals must have full public review. Final decisions
will be the responsibility of the jurisdictions having regqulatory
authority.

Ski demand projections completed for this planning process
showed a future average annual skier visit growth rate of 2 percent
in the Cottonwood Canyons, slightly lower than the 3 percent growth
rate identified in the 1985 Forest Service Plan. The Plan's
additional research demonstrated no clear need to deviate from the
Forest Service established policies on future ski area expansion
in the cCanyons. This research was based on historical use and
trends. Ski industry marketing, snow conditions or other factors
could affect the real rate of growth. Growth in skier use should
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be monitored, and reviewed by the Wasatch Canyons Coordinating
Committee (see p. 28 for a discussion of that Committee). By
effecting ski area expansion within existing permit area
boundaries, alpine skiing can meet substantial growth in demand in
the coming years without affecting uses on other terrain. It is
anticipated that if an amendment is proposed to the Forest Service
Plan, that parallel amendments would be proposed to this Plan.

Under the 1985 Forest Serxrvice Plan, additional skier parking
lots are not allowed on National Forest lands. The limitation on
additional parking lots at ski areas is consistent with that policy
and with the transportation goals of this Plan. Ski resorts are
affected by transportation policies of this Plan (see Page 51).

OLYMPICS

APPROVALS OF THE HOLDING OF OLYMPIC EVENTS WITHIN THE CANYONS
SHOULD BE CONTINGENT UPON THE SPECIFIC EVENT, IT8 IMMEDIATE AND
LONG~TERM IMPACTS, THE. PROVISION FOR BSUCCESSFUL MITIGATION
STRATEGIES, AND SPECIFIC CRITERIA.

This Plan limits potential Canyon Olympics competitive events
to nordic track in Parleys Canyon which could be conducted without
long-term impacts on canyon resources. This is consistent with
the present Olympics proposal.

Because of widespread public interest it is recommended that
a referendum on the Olympics be conducted by the sponsoring entity.

SALT LAKE COUNTY APPROVALS FOR CONDUCTING OLYMPIC EVENTS IN
PARLEYS CANYON WILL BE CONTINGENT UPON THE FOLLOWING CRITERIA:

1. CONSTRUCTION OF PERMANENT FACILITIES MUST BE CONSISTENT
WITH THIS8 PLAN (including, but not limited to, lodging,
snowsheds, road improvements, parking, restaurants,
sanitation facilities, event apparatus, and other visitor
and participant facilities that benefit long-term
management of the canyon);

2. REMOVAL AND MITIGATION OF EFFECTS OF TEMPORARY
FACILITIES.

3. A VIABLE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM to accommodate Olympic use
which is tied to and consistent with a Mountain
‘Transportation System.

4. A FAVORABLE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT OR ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT, INCLUDING ANALYSIS OF SUITABILITY OF
ALTERNATIVE SITES, PREPARED WITH COUNTY PARTICIPATION;
RESOLUTION OF IDENTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS.

37



5. ISSUANCE OF NECESSARY FOREST SERVICE PERMITS.

6. ISSUANCE OF NECESSARY SALT LAKE COUNTY CONDITIONAL USE
PERMITS.

NORDIC TRACK

THE EXISTING BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON FACILITY AND THE EXPANDED
PARLEYS CANYON TRACK ARE ANTICIPATED TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE NORDIC
TRACK FACILITIES.

Nordic track skiing is growing in popularlty, but the rate of
growth in demand is uncertain. The existing Big Cottonwood Canyon
track, coupled with the doubling of the Mountain Dell Track in
Parleys Canyon, should satisfy demand through the plan period. IFf
warranted by demand, further track development is possible
depending upon site su1tab111ty and potential affects on other
canyon uses.

Future improvements at the Big Cottonwood Track, cited in the
1985 Forest Service Plan, including lighting of the Silver Lake
Flat Loop, winter use of the Evergreen Summer Home access road, and
a potential new base facility on Silver Lake Flat are con51stent
with the Plan.

It is also considered important to maintain the traditional
access to the Big Cottonwood Track from Brlghton Village to afford
use by patrons of both downhill ski areas in the Canyon and by
people using the Brighton Loop/Silver Lake areas.

" BACKCOUNTRY SKIING

NECESSARY PROGRAMS SHOULD BE IMPLEMENTED TO MAINTAIN THE
EXTSTING BACKCOUNTRY SKI AREAS INDICATED ON THE BACKCOUNTRY/TOURING
SKT USE MAP AND TO PROVIDE CONTINUED OR IMPROVED ACCESS TO TRAILS
AND TRATLHEADS. A FUTURE CORRIDOR FOR A MOUNTAIN TRANSPORTATION
SYSTEM MAY AFFECT BACKCOUNTRY SKIING TERRAIN.

Backcountry skiing utilizes the same general areas as many
other dispersed recreation activities addressed in the plan. The
activity has only minor 1mpacts on canyon terrain and provides a
quallty recreational experience for a growing number of people.

Refinements in equlpment technique, and skill have introduced
this use to terrain which was prev1ously inaccessible in the
winter. Its popularity in the Canyons is in part attributable to
Wasatch deep powder snow, the opportunity to have a serene, quiet
experlence with nature, and the test of stamina and skill involved
in skiing up, and down, steep mountain slopes. During plan
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‘hearings it was emphasized that a primary attraction of the canyons
was being able to ski undisturbed, powder slopes; that intrusion
of other uses or overuse, would substantially detract from the
experience and diminish the rewards of trudging to the top of a
high mountain slope. There are canyon terrain limits to this kind
of experience and some enthusiasts may have to seek alternative
opportunities outside of the Wasatch Canyons.

The popularity of backcountry skiing and improved equipment,
coupled with competition from helicopter skiing, have 1led to
increasing conflicts in the Tri-Canyon area. It is recommended to
the U.S. Forest Service that the issue of backcountry skiing safety
and quality of experience be monitored to preserve this use in the
Wasatch. '

This plan supports consideration and evaluation of a mountain
transportation system to link Salt Lake Valley, ski resorts in Big
and Little Cottonwood Canyons, Park City and the Heber Valley. If
such a system were developed, it may be necessary to provide a
transportation corridor through existing backcountry ski terrain.
Such a corridor could be consistent with this Plan, as long as the
criteria listed for such a system (page 52) are met.

Backcountry skiing occurs on suitable terrain, whether private
or public ownership exists. In some cases backcountry skiers
trespass on private lands; the issue of trespass by backcountry
skiers and other dispersed recreation users may ultimately have to
be resolved through acquisition of rights to use private ground.

‘ Additional benefits of this backcountry skiing policy are that
these same areas will largely be preserved in their natural state
for summer hiking and their-scenic beauty.

HELICOPTER SKIING

HELICOPTER SBKIING AS CURREﬂTLY OPERATED UNDER U.8. FOREST
SERVICE PERMIT SHOULD BE CONTINUED AS A DISPERSED RECREATION USE.

Helicopter skiing provides quick access to backcountry ski
terrain. When properly managed conflicts with other users can be
reduced and long-term environmental impacts can be minimized.

Permit holders should continue to be sensitive to other
backcountry users and should consider establishing an information
center where other users could learn which part of the permit area
is going to be used on a specific day and could choose to avoid
that area and perceived user conflicts.

Through their rescue capabilities, helicopter skiing permit
holders provide a vital life-safety service.
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Salt Lake County recommends that the Forest Service further
assess avalanche hazards in steep terrain and monitor helicopter
and backcountry high use ski areas for conflict. Avalanche hazard
awareness training and education should continue to increase.

Existing Forest Service management policy for helicopter
skiing within the Plan area includes continuing the one current
special use permit; restricting helicopter skiing to the runs
identified in that permit; excluding helicopter skiing from certain
high use areas (north side of Big Cottonwood to the Mill Creek
divide from Butler Fork east to Mill F Canyon, Catherine's Pass,
and Twin Lakes Area); identifying use areas and landing points on
maps for public use so other users can avoid potential conflicts;
and monitoring use in popular areas for possible health or safety
conflicts.

SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

_ BALYT LAKE COUNTY WILL LIMIT NEW RESIDENTIAL LOTS,
SUBDIVIEIONS, AND PERMITS TO THE MOST SUITABLE SITES, SUBJECT TO
COMPLIANCE WITH ESTABLISHED SUITABYILITY STANDARDS.

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD'S) ARE ENCOURAGED FOR ANY
SUBDIVIBION OVER ONE ACRE.

EXISTING LARGE-LOT ZONING WILL BE RETAINED AND CONSOLIDATION
OF SUBSTANDARD (SMALL) LOTS INTO LARGER PARCELS WILL BE ENCOURAGED
TO CREATE MORE VIABLE BUILDING SITES. : :

COUNTY ORDINANCES WILL BE IMPLEMENTED TO ACQUIRE EASEMENTS OR
ACCESS TO TRAILHEADS/PUBLIC LANDS FOR NEW SUBDIVISIONS AND AS A
CONDITION TO LAND-USE APPROVALS AS WARRANTED.

Year-round residences and seasonal cabins have been located
in the Canyons since the early days of Salt Lake Valley settlement
and are appropriate canyon uses today. Only City Creek and Red
Butte Canyons have no residential use.

It is important to be sensitive to the rights of private
landowners in the canyons. The Plan policies seek to balance
protection of landowners' rights with protection of the scenic
beauty, general public use of the canyons, and watershed protection
needs. Previously approved lots and subdivisions within the
canyons will largely be unaffected by this Plan. (For a summary
of Salt Lake County's development regulations in the Canyens, see
page 100, and Appendix 8,9,10 and 11.)
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Twenty percent of the land within the Canyons is privately
owned. Residential development on private lands may proceed if it
is on a lot of record, complies with zoning reguirements and
standards, verifies its water supply, and has acceptable wastewater
treatment.

Existing regulations guide location, nature, and density of
residential development on private property. County zoning
applicable to all the Canyons addresses mitigation of natural
hazards, Board of Health approval (including drinking water, water
storage for fire protection, and adegquate wastewater systems), use
of appropriate building materials, grading and revegetation to
elininate er051on, parking, and placement of utilities. Zoning
also specifies minimum lot sizes from 0.5 to 20 acres and prohlblts
development of new lots on slopes exceeding 30 percent.

For National Forest lands, the 1985 Wasatch-Cache National
Forest Plan policy is to retain existing recreation residence
special-use permit areas, but to issue no new additional permits.

There are about 1,100 single family dwelling units in the
Canyons with over 850 of them in Emigration and Big Cottonwood
Canyons. There are nearly 2,000 unoccupied, previously recorded
residential lots, 1200 in Emigration Canyon, 680 in Big Cottonwood,
and the remainder in Parleys and Little Cottonwood. All of these
lots of record may not qualify for a building permit because of an
inadequate water supply or for other reasons.

Salt Lake City, the holder of most Canyon water rights, has
outstanding contracts for water connections to 267 1lots not
including Emigration Canyon. Its 1981 moratorium halted additional
surplus water sales, The Salt Lake City Department of Public

" Utilities has notified the County that a lifting of the City's
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moratorium would be accompanied by the following policies:

1. Available water within the canyons is a constrain-
ing factor in development in the canyons. Surplus sales
will be limited to springs which meet acceptable
standards in regard to protection 2zones, water quality
and quantity.

2. Drilling of wells, construction of surface water
treatment facilities, importation of water from outside
the canyons and the transfer of water rights from the
valley up stream into the canyons will he opposed.

3. Existing surplus sales contracts will only be honored

from the source identified in the contracts. These
cannot be transferred or another source used.
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Salt TLake County has approved (either finally or
preliminarily) Emigration Oaks, Criterion Solar, and Perkins Hollow
developments for a total of 217 residential lots in Emigration
Canyon. Salt TLake County receives an average of twenty
applications a year for canyon single family residential

development.

_ By directing new development toward larger lots, negotiating
public access through new subdivisions, encouraging consolidation
of existing small lots, and seeking planned unit development, the
visual intrusions of new development will be reduced. By acquiring
trailhead access where needed as a condition for new land-use
approvals, rights-of-way can be established to reduce
user/landowner conflicts. Acquisitions of specific parcels prior
to possible development will reduce the potential for future
conflicts among developed use, public recreation, and environmental
protection and may reduce public trespass on private property.

Limiting new lots and subdivisions to the most suitable sites
would direct development toward areas which meet residential
suitability criteria including analysis of such factors as water
availability, utility service, road access, natural hazards,
zoning, environmental and critical wildlife habitat protection, and

other uses.

LOCATION AND DEVELOPMENT OF COMMERCIAL ENTERPRISES

FOR BIG AND LITTLE COTTONWOOD CANYONS, FUTURE DEVELOPMENT OF
ALL COMMERCIAL ENTERPRISES, LODGING, AND CONDOMINIUMS SHOULD BE
CONSOLIDATED AT EXISTING COMMERCIAL AREAS HAVING SUITABLE TERRAIN
IN THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY OF THE SKI RESORTS TO PRESERVE THE
NATURAL APPEARANCE AND AVOID THE PROLIFERATION OF COMMERCIAL AREAS
IN THE CANYONS. FOR OTHER CANYONS, COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT WILI BE
LIMITED TO EXISTING COMMERCIALLY ZONED AREAS.

At ski resort areas in Big and Little Cottonwood cCanyons,
including Brighton Village and Alta, there are numerous ski-related
business activities including lodging, shops, restaurants, multi-
family residential units, and other retail/service businesses. The
Town of ‘Alta manages commercial development within its own
jurisdiction. Outside of the ski resort areas, there are only a
few commercial enterprises within the Canyons.

Salt Lake County zoning and other management restrictions
limit areas within the Canyons where commercial enterprises may be
located., The FM zone permits high density residential, limited
commercial and other uses on private lands. Commercial visitor
(CV) also exists in some canyons. These zoning classifications
require environmental protection measures addressing natural
hazards, Board of Health approval, building materials, grading,
natural vegetation, parking requirements, and utilities.
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The 1985 Forest Service Plan does not allow the location of
any new commercial overnight lodging facilities on National Forest
Lands, but from prior approvals would allow third floor expansion
of the Mt. Majestic Lodge at Brighton since it was part of the
original Forest Service—approved design.

A major objective of this Plan is to preserve the natural
beauty of the Canyons. The addition of new, free standing stores,
gas stations, restaurants or multi-family housing outside of the
existing resort areas would not be appropriate to the canyon
setting and would offer services already avallable only a short
distance from any portion of the canyons.

Due to limited suitable terrain, other canyon uses, traffic
considerations and the proximity to commercial services in the
Valley, future non-ski resort commercial enterprises should be
located outside of the canyons in the Salt Lake Valley.

Several existing commercial establishments are fixtures in
the canyons which the public accepts and enjoys and which are
intended to remain. Existing commercial structures should comply
with new standards when permits are issued for building changes.
outside of the Cottonwood Canyons, there are existing commercially
zoned areas in Emigration and Mill Creek Canyons. New commercial
enterprises would be limited to existing commercial zones in those
Canyons.

For ski-related commercial development, other than proposed
modifications to existing downhill ski facilities, the only
commercial development currently in the approval process is for
280 condominium units at Seolitude contingent upon construction of

‘a sewér line 1in Big Cottonwood Canyon. An additional parking

terrace was previously approved for Snowbird. ‘

Any proposals for additional Canyon lodging are subject to
existing building and zoning requirements, suitability reviews,
water availability, aesthetic guidelines, and sewer connections.

CAMPING AND PICNICKING

CAMPING AND PICNICEKING FACILITY SHORTAGES WILL BECOME MORE
BEVERE AS DEMAND INCREASES IN THE CANYONS. EXISTING CANYON SITES
SHOULD BE REHABILITATED, CONNECTED TO SEWER SERVICE WHEN AND WHERE
FEASTIBLE, ARD BE SUBJECT TO USER FEES8 AND GROUP RESBERVATIONS.
ADDITIONAL FACILITIES SHOULD BE CONSTRUCTED ON THE LIMITED SUITABLE
TERRAIN WHICH IS AVAILABLE. SITES SHOULD BE DEVELOPED OUT OF THE
PLAN AREA TO ACCOMMODATE DEMAND. '
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In 1987, Forest Service Canyon campgrounds and picnic areas
supported 307,000 visitor days. There was also heavy visitor use

of canyon facilities operated by Salt Lake City. Demand
projections for camping and picnicking facilities indicate an
average annual 1.5 percent growth over the next 20 years. Given:

current levels of use, facility shortages, and limited suitable
terrain for additional facilities, the canyons cannot accommodate
the projected demand for this use. Even today, many camp and
picnic sites show deterioration from overuse.

The most suitable camping and picnicking terrain is largely
already used for this purpose. Suitability analysis conducted as
part of this Plan, reveals that particularly in the tri-canyon
area, there is a critical lack of suitable picnicking and camping
terrain. Suitable sites are available in Emigration and Parleys
Canyons, and Salt Lake City intends to make minor additions to its
facilities in Parleys Canyon. These additional sites and possibly
increased capacity at some Forest Service camp and picnic sites in
Big Cottonwood and Little Cottonwood Canyons will be helpful, but
will not go far in relieving pressure on popular existing sites in
Mill Creek, Big Cottonwood, and Little Cottonwood Canyons.

Instead of relying on expansion of canyon facilities to meet
demand, Salt Lake County Parks and Recreation Department should
develop alternative camping and picnicking sites outside the
Canyons. A public information program to acquaint the user public
with these new sites can help to shift demand to them.

This shortage means existing sites will need to be managed
better and there will be more competition among users.
Implementation of user fees and of reservations for groups beyond
existing requirements should be phased in based on the levels of
site use, need to control overcrowding, and administrative
efficiencies.

Current heavy use has contributed to deterioration of some
sites. Existing sites should be rehabilitated, including the
hardening (paving) of camp and picnic surfaces so they may better
withstand the use pressure they now experience. Where feasible,
stream access should be controlled to reduce contamination, parking
should be improved, and sanitation facilities should be connected
to existing or future sewers. As facilities are updated or
replaced, site and facility design should be barrier free to
accommodate the handicapped. ' :
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HIKING AND BACKPACKING

'QUALITY HIKING OPPORTUNITIES SHOULD BE PRESERVED BY MONITORING
AND MAINTAINING THE EXISTING TRAIL SYSTEM, ASBURING ACCESS TO
TRAILS, PROVIDING BETTER USER INFORMATION ON TRAILS AND TRAIL
COURTESY, AND CONSTRUCTING SPECIFIED NEW TRAILS.

Hiking is a popular, dispersed, and in most cases, non-
intensive use of the canyons which affords recreational opportun-
ities for a broad range of the public.

 Three new trails are recommended for construction: a trail
in Little Cottonwood Canyon from Alta to Tanners Flat; a trail in
Big Cottonwood Canyon from Brighton to the Spruces; and a special
trail for people with physical disabilities. The two Cottonwood
trails, for year-round use, should be designed and have public use
rights-of-way to provide for hiking, cross country skiing, and
accommodating snowcats to evacuate the upper canyons in the event
of winter highway closure or avalanche hazard.

The trail for people with disabilities would afford them a
new Canyon recreational opportunity. It should be planned in
consultation with handicapped groups, the Forest Service, and with
reviews of similar facilities elsewhere. An appropriate location
may be at Silver Lake in Big Cottonwood Canyon. . -

Access to trailheads has become a priority concern as
developments near the canyons and within the canyons have in some
cases jeopardized access. Purchase of easements, selective
acquisition of private property, and provision for trail access as
a condition of 1land-use approvals should be pursued where
appropriate to protect access to trailheads or to provide trailhead
parking. '

Some trails have or may experience overuse and may require
more intensive maintenance and/or temporary closure or restrictions
on use on a case-by-case basis.

Improved user education programs could help preserve a quality
hiking experience and reduce conflicts. A program to inform canyon
users about trail courtesy, pack-in/pack-out, respect for private
property, fire safety and dangers, pet, stream, and wilderness
restrictions, and general protection of the natural environment
will become increasingly important as trail use increases. Trails
should be marked where they enter and leave private lands and where
they enter a wilderness.
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OFF-HIGHWAY VEHICLE USE

THE WASATCH CANYONS COORDINATING COMMITTEE SHOULD CONDUCT A
REVIEW OF OFF-HIGHWAY VEHICLE USES AND MANAGEMENT PRACTICES IN THE
USE AREAS; IDENTIFY IMMEDIATE AND LONG-TERM PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED
WITH SUCH USE; AND RECOMMEND FUTURE MANAGEMENT AND/OR CLOSURE OF
OFF-HIGHWAY VEHICLE AREAS ON A CASE~BY-CASE BASIS.

FOR THE IMMEDIATE FUTURE, MORE INTENSIVE MANAGEMENT OF QFF-
HIGHWAY VEHICLE USE AREAS AND MORE STRINGENT ENFORCEMENT IN
PROHIBITING OFF~HIGHWAY USE IN NON-DESIGNATED AREAS IS ESSENTTAL.

LANDS OUTSIDE OF THE CANYONS SHOULD BE IDENTIFIED FOR THESE
RECREATIONAL, PURSUITS AND A PUBLIC INFORMATION PROGRAM CONDUCTED
TO ACQUAINT THE PUBLIC WITH THEM.

Guardsman Pass and Cardiff Fork roads have been available for
Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV) use. Mineral Fork has been available for
trail bike use. These uses and activities within the canyons are
appropriate, but only if they are adequately managed and if the
user public observes existing restrictions and regulations for such
use. Off-road use (leaving established paved or dirt roads) is
prohibited anywhere in the canyons.

There are some areas where users have left roadways and where
degradation has occurred. Further efforts must be made to erect
barriers and signs where people are tempted to drive off roads or
parking areas, and to have more vigorous enforcement of OHV
restrictions by the appropriate authorities. :

Preparation of the U.S. Forest Service Travel Plan may provide
opportunities for Coordinating Committee review and County policy
recommendations. :

MOUNTAIN BIKING

A LIMITED NUMBER OF TRAILS OR ROUTES SHOULD BE DESIGNATED FOR
OFF-ROAD MOUNTAIN BIKE USE. WITH THE EXCEPTION OF THESE TRAIILS,
BIKES SHOULD BE RESTRICTED TO ROAD USE WITHIN THE CANYONS.

Mountain Biking has enjoyed a rapid increase in popularity in
the canyons and should be provided for when not in conflict with
other users or with other goals of this Plan.

Mountain biking usually occurs on paved and unpaved roads, but
there is some trail use, usually on gentler-sloped trails. In some
cases trail degradation may be accelerated with mountain bike use
and there are conflicts with foot traffic on trails. On the other
hand, some trails are too steep or rough for most mountain bike
access. By designating some trails for mountain bike use, hikers
would be aware that the trail is also used by mountain bikes,
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mountain bikers should be directed to the most suitable trails for
that use, and trail maintenance could be intensified if necessary.
Mountain bike use is not allowed in the wilderness areas.

Anticipated amendment to the Forest Service Travel Plan may
further address canyon mountain biking issues.

ROCK CLIMBING

ACCESS AND PARKING FOR ROCK CLITMBING SHOULD BE PROVIDED.

Currently, rock climbers park where they can, often risking
citation and jeopardizing public safety, and then find restricted
access to some of the most popular, challenging rock climbing areas
near the mouth of the Canyons. Rock climbing is an appropriate
canyon activity which will occur whether or not it is provided for
and efforts should be made to accommodate these users and to
provide public access to popular rock climbing areas. As discussed
for dispersed parking, heavy-use areas should have sanitation and
trash collection facilities provided.

GRAZING OF DOMESTIC LIVESTOCK

EXISTING FOREST SERVICE GRAZING PERMITS SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO
CONTINUE THROUGH THEIR TERMS. IT IS RECOMMENDED TO THE FOREST
SERVICE THAT EXISTING GRAZING BE PHASED OUT OVER TIME AS “PERMITS
EXPIRE, PARTICULARLY IN CANYONS USED FOR WATER SUPPLY, TO ELIMINATE
CONFLICTS WITH RECREATIONAL USERS AND TO FURTHER PROTECT THE
WATERSBHED.

Grazing has been a historical use in the canyons since pioneer
days. However, with ever-increasing recreational use and water
quality concerns, grazing of domestic 1livestock is not an
appropriate long-term future use of the Canyons.

The U.S. Forest Service continues to allow limited grazing
operations in the canyons for existing permits, but does not issue
nevw permits. A Forest Service grazing permit is issued for a term
of ten years and is renewable unless there is some substantial
reason to deny its continuance.

MINING RIGHTS

RIGHTS TO MINERALS UNDER MINING CLAIME OR THROUGH OWNERSHIP
OF FRIVATE PROPERTY SHOULD BE RESPECTED. CONDITIONS TO MINING USE
APPROVALS SHOULD FOLLOW THE SAME STANDARDS FOR WATERSHED
PROTECTION, ACCESS TO PUBLIC LANDS, AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROLS AS
REQUIRED OF OTHER PRIVATE PROPERTY INTERESTS.

The canyons, particularly Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons,
served as major mining districts for gold and silver in the latter
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part of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. A colorful
part of the history of the Wasatch Mountains and the State of Utah
is reflected in this rich mining area. Today, there are no mining
activities in the canyons, but much of the private lands are mining
claims that were patented, and thereby became private property.
The potential exists for mining operations to resume on unpatented
mining claims and on private land in the future.

Salt Lake County requires a conditional use permit for mineral
extraction and processing within FR zones of the canyons. The
permit stipulates requirements for mine activity before, during,
and after the mining operation. Miners on unpatented mining claims
in the canyons are subject to regulation by the U.S. Forest Service
and state and local governments for surface protection. Miners on
private lands are subject to state and local government regulation.

Because mining is not actively pursued at this time in the
canyons, it does not conflict with other uses. However, Salt Lake
County will evaluate any proposals to re-open mining. operations in
the Canyons assuring protection of the watersheds, and considering
implications for transportation, public safety, and the full realm
of local governmental concerns.

Continued reclamation of abandoned mine sites, including
tailings and the closure of abandoned mine shafts, is supported
for purposes of aesthetics, stabilization of tailings, water
quality, and public safety. '

HORSEBACK RIDING

PRIOR TO ANY FUTURE POLICY DECISIONS WHICH MAY AFFECT
EQUESTRIAN USE IN THE CANYONS, USERS SHOULD BE PROVIDED A FORUM
FOR EXPLORING WITH POLICYMAKERS OPTIONS REGARDING SUCH USE.

Horseback riding is a long-established and traditional use in
the canyons, predating many other recreational pursuits of the 20th
Century. Today, use of horses is only permitted in Emigration and
Mill Creek Canyons. Water quality concerns primarily have led to
the prohibition of horses in the other plan area canyons.
Relatively few open, unfenced, trail areas remain in the immediate
vicinity of the Salt Lake Valley for horseback riding.

As preparations are made for culinary utilization of Mill
Creek water, domestic animal policies for that canyon will be
reviewed by Salt Lake City and the City/County Board of Health.
It is recommended that these entities provide an opportunity for
horseback riding enthusiasts to participate in policy decisions on
future use in Mill Creek Canyon and in suggesting alternative
management policies.
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CHAPTER 5.
HIGHWAYS AND TRANSPORTATION

Policies in this Chapter affect immediate and long-term Canyon
transportation and traffic issues.

HIGHWAYS

HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENTS SHOULD BE WITHIN EXISTING RIGHTS-OF-WAY,
BLEND WITH THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT, MAXIMIZE PUBLIC SAFETY, COMPLY
WITH BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES FOR WATER QUALITY PROTECTION, AND
BE CONSISTENT WITH THIS PLAN.

SMALL PARKING AREAS SHOULD BE DEVEIOPED FOR DIEPERSED
RECREATION USE.

SANITATION AND TRASH FACILITIES SHOULD BE PROVIDED AT HEAVY
UBE AREAS ALONG HIGHWAYS INCLUDING SANITATION FACILITIES AT SKI
AREA PARKING LOTS.

JOGGING AND BIKING LANES SHOULD BE ADDED WHERE FEASTBLE AND
EAFE A8 A MATTER OF PUBLIC SAFETY IN CONJUNCTION WITH ROAD
MAINTENANCE, IMPROVEMENT AND RECONSTRUCTION. ADDITIONAL CANYON
OPPORTUNITIES FOR THESE RECREATIONAL PURSUITS SHOULD BE EXPLORED,
EUT INCREASED USE SHOULD NOT BE ENCOURAGED IN AREAS WHERE IT IS NOT
FEASIBLE TO ADDRESS TRAFFIC/USER SAFETY CONCERNSB.

PUOLL~OFFS BHOULD BE PROVIDED FOR BUS BTOPS.

Canyon highway improvements should be for general maintenance
and public safety considerations, not for increasing traffic volume
capacities. Improvements should be within existing rights-of-way.
Any widening of thoroughfares should be limited to site-specific
circumstances or for providing widened shoulder areas for
maintenance, snowplowing, or emergency use.

Dispersed recreation users often use highway shoulders for
parking, both in summer and winter seasons. To improve user and
public safety as well as to accommodate snowplowing in winter, it
would be preferable to provide small, unobtrusive parking areas for
dispersed recreation users. Construction of such lots should be
based on dispersed recreation use by area, terrain suitability,
and Canyon-by-Canyon vehicle capacities.

Areas should be constructed in the Cottonwood Canyons to
provide safe waiting/loading/unloading areas for non-resort bus
stops for winter dispersed recreation use. They should be designed
to afford snowplowing and with the potential for possible future
summer bus service.
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Construction of parking areas, bus stops, and sanitation and
trash facilities should be done in a manner which minimizes
their wvisual intrusion and blends with the natural environment.

Heavy-use areas along highways, i.e., trailheads and parking
areas, should have sanitation and trash facilities provided.
Sanitation services and trash facilities should be provided by
cooperation among appropriate jurisdictions. Provision of these
services should be an agenda item for the Wasatch Canyons
Coordinating Committee.

As feasible and where they can be safely accommodated, jogging
and biking lanes should be added to canyon highways. Joggers and
bikers often must contend with heavy weekend and rush-hour traffic
which jeopardizes their safety, and the safety of others on the
road. Failure to implement this measure is an invitation to
increased public safety problems on the canyon roads. Where no
additional lane is available for joggers/bicyclists, increases in
this use should not be encouraged.

While not. foreclosing the paving of Guardsman's Pass for
summer recreational use, there are significant considerations which
warrant further study. Much of the existing road is on private
land, is on a steep grade, and is narrow. Over the top of the Pass
(in Summit and Wasatch Counties), substantial reworking of the road
would be required before paving.

Use of the Guardsman's Pass road on an all-weather basis would
present additional problems. Its winter use may contribute to
existing winter traffic and parking problems in Big Cottonwood
Canyon, avalanche hazards would be significant, snowplowing would
be difficult, and travel could be dangerous. Winter use could also
conflict with area backcountry ski and snowmobile use.

By itself, Guardsman's Pass Road would not be a viable
Mountain Transportation System. However, the Wasatch Canyons
Coordinating Committee should further study options for Guardsman's
Pass paving and summer use and for possible use by snowcats during
the ski season to connect Big Cottonwood Canyon with Park City and
Wasatch County. Consideration of these options should be in
conjunction with a Canyon transportation plan and a comprehensive
Mountain Transportation System.
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HIGHWAY TRANSPORTATION

THE HIGHWAY TRANSPORTATION GOAL OF THE PLAN IS TO REDUCE
PRIVATE VEHICULAR TRAFFIC IN THE COTTONWOOD CANYONES DURING PEAK
PERIODS.

TO ACHIEVE THIS GOAL, MEASURES SBHOULD BE IMPLEMENTED TO
DISCOURAGE PRIVATE AUTOMOBILE USE AND TO ENCOURAGE USE OF MASS
TRANSIT IN THE SHORT TERM. FOR THE LONGER TERM, A MOUNTAIN
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM SHOULD BE DESIGNED AND PURSUED.

SUCCESE OF THESE MEASURES DEPENDS UPON PUBLIC/PRIVATE EBECTOR
COOPERATION, INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION, AND PUBLIC ACCEPTANCE.

ESTABLISHMENT OF PARK-AND-RIDE FACILITIES TO SERVE BIG AND
LITTLE COTTONWOOD CANYONS SHOULD OCCUR IMMEDIATELY.

As documented in the report Salt Lake County Canvons Master
Plan_ Analysis_of Transportation Facilities for the Cottonwood
Canyons, both Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons are currently at,
or have already exceeded, their highway and parking design capac-
ities during peak winter weekends and holidays. Highway carrying
capacity exceedance inconveniences users and increases’ their
exposure to public safety risks from winter road conditions and
potential avalanches. The transportation problem persists in these
canyons despite the provision of mass transit and cooperation by
the ski resorts to reduce auto use.

Additional measures are necessary to reduce private automobile
traffic in the Cottonwood Canyons during the peak 10-to-12 winter
weekends when congestion is most severe., The majority of peak’
winter car traffic is associated with the ski resorts. Some of the
most effective vehicle reduction opportunities would rely upon
resort cooperation and action.

Resorts and affected governments should cooperate in
implementation of strategies to elicit a voluntary public response
in reducing winter private car use, particularly during peak

traffic periods. Options are suggested for affected governments

and the resorts to discourage private car use and to encourage

mass transit use.

Among options governmental jurisdictions should consider to
reduce car use are nore aggressive enforcement of parking
requlations along highways and seasonal parking fees or parkingv/
permits for public parking areas within the canyons.
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Affected jurisdictions should also pursue measures to enhance
mass transit use. Park-and-ride/kiss-and-ride facilities to serve
canyon mass transit are clearly needed immediately. This may mean
a number of small lots or a centralized, efficient location. The
location and sizes of the 1lot(s) should be based on transit
efficiencies and community acceptance. Salt ILake County should
aggressively pursue a solution to this need. - Establishment of
multiple bus stops within the canyons and a shuttle service geared
to dispersed recreation would help alleviate congestion from that
use.

In addition to governmental actions, each ski resort should
develop, annually update and monitor a plan for the reduction of
\//brivate automobiles specifically at that resort. Some resort
options for mass transit incentives could have coincidental
canyonwide benefits.

Approval of any additional skiers at one time (SAOT) at a

esort would require a resort evaluation and mitigation plan for

'v/;rojected traffic affects on the existing or future transportation
system resulting from the ski use expansion.

Among options available to the resorts for automobile use

disincentives are preferred parking, 1ift ticket discounts and free

r discounted parking for car-poolers and high-occupancy vehicles;

»/garking permits or fees for private automobiles; parking

restrictions during peak traffic/use periods; and less convenient
parking for low-occupancy vehicles.

Options to provide incentives for mass transit use in
~conjunction with the resorts include improved mass transit loading
and unloading facilities and convenience at resorts (a terminal
- could include heated waiting area, rest rooms, lockers, and . food
|- service):; provision of park-and-ride areas in the valley; resort
owned mass transit or additional resort subsidies to public mass
- transit; ticket and other discounts to mass transit users; season
mass transit ticket packages: employee mass transit packages; and
use of resort mini-buses for destination guest transport. It may
be desirable to offer a combined ticket for ski 1lifts and bus
transport at centralized valley locations.

For the 1longer term and future valley and mountain
transportation systems, consolidation of parking facilities,
terminals, and multiple, linkable systems should be considered.
N If a valley light rail system is realized, commuter parking lots .
associated with it could be utilized on weekends and helidays for
canyon mass transit.
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Mass transit systems within the canyons may need to be further
publicly subsidized to reduce prices as a further user incentive.
In addition, the implementation of these measures will require

.additional special mass transit busses which are equipped to safely

service the canyons.

A more vigorous public information program by both the resorts
and all affected agencies including 8Salt Lake County, Utah
Department of Transportation, and the Utah Transit Authority could
increase mass transit use.

A Canyons Transportation Committee including Salt Lake County,
the Utah Transit Authority, the U.S. Forest Service, the Town of
Alta, Salt Lake City, and Utah Department of Transportation should
meet annually and cooperate in reviewing and coordinating the
monitoring of traffic and parking, planning and implementation of
short-term transportation measures, and consideration of a long-
term mountain transportation system under this Plan. An annual
review should be conducted with the resorts as to the effectiveness
of measures implemented by them, possible additional options, and
any additional measures which would be redquired for approval of
area modifications increasing ski area capacities. Activities of
the Canyons Transportation Committee will be noticed and ‘open to
the public. f

Should the above options not be effectively implemented or
fail to decrease winter traffic volumes, additional measures should
be considered by 8Salt Lake County, in cooperation with other
jurisdictions, including such options as canyon-wide auto
permitting, tolls at the mouths of the canyons, mandatory resort
guidelines for parking and/or mass transit use, and possible
eventual winter conversion of the Cottonwood highways to sole mass
transit use with canyon property owner permitted use.

Salt  Lake County and the affected Jjurisdictions should

‘establish a transportation safety evaluation and improvement

program. Among areas for investigation and/or implementation are:
establish and enforce minimum safety, braking, and performance
regulations for Canyon busses; restrict service and truck traffic
during peak periods; establish and enforce maximum automobile
traffic levels; and avalanche control and safety measures.

Avalanche control and mitigation measures are critical for
protecting the public in the Cottonwood Canyons. A comprehensive
analysis of avalanche control, potential avalanche mitigation
measures, funding sources, and opportunities for cooperation in
protecting public safety from avalanche danger should be undertaken
and policies should be implemented based on the findings.
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In addition to these Cottonwood Canyon measures, future
transportation options to reduce traffic congestion in Mill Creek
Canyon should be considered for summer peak use periods. One long-
term option is to close the canyon to car traffic during peak-use
weekends, establish a park-and-ride fa0111ty at the mouth of the
Canyon, and provide low-cost bus service.

MOUNTAIN TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM/SKI INTERCONNECT

. FURTHER CONSIDERATION AND EVALUATION OF SKI INTERCONNECT
EXPANSION BY SALT LAKE COUNTY WILL BE AS A MOUNTAIN TRANSPORTATION
SYSTEM SERVING SALT LAKE COUNTY INCLUDING DOWNTOWN SALT LAKE CITY
AND THE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT, WASATCH, AND SUMMIT COUNTIES AND THE
, COTTONWOOD CANYONS AND PARK CITY SKI RESORTS. CONSIDERATION OF A
SYSTEM SHOULD BE VIGOROUSLY PURSUED AND INCLUDE PARTICIPATION BY
AFFECTED GOVERNMENTAL AND NON-GOVERNMENTAL, ENTITIES, ADDRESSING
TRANSPORTATION PROBLEMS IN THE COTTONWOOD CANYONS, AVOIDING SKI
TERRATN EXPANSION WITHIN TEE PLAN AREA, ADDRESSING OTHER EXISTING
TERRAIN USES, AND ASSESSING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND THEIR
MITIGATION. NO SPECIFIC TRANSPORTATION MODE IS RECOMMENDED AT THIS
STAGE. (SEE THE GLOSSARY IN APPENDIX 6 FOR AN EXPIANATION OF
TERMS . }

SKI INTERCONNECT IN ITS PRESENT FORM SHOULD BE MAINTAINED,
IMPROVED AND FULLY MARKETED AS GUIDED SKI TOURS AMONG THE CANYON
S8KI RESORTS AND PARK CITY.

PROPOSALS TO EXPAND INTERCONNECT BEYOND GUIDED GROUND TOURS
SHOULD BE CONSIDERED WITHIN THE CONTEXT OF THE BROADER
TRANSPORTATION AND SKI RESORT EXPANSION POLICIES OF THE PLAN.

THE PROPOSED INTERCONNECT CHAIRLIFT/SKI TERRAIN SYSTEM
CONNECTING THE CANYON RESBORTS AND PARK CITY BY ITSELF DOES NOT MEET
THE GOALEZS OF THE PLAN,

IMPLEMENTATION OF A MOUNTAIN TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM WILL
REQUIRE AMENDMENT TOQ THIS PLAN.

AMONG CRITERIA FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION OF MOUNTAIN
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM OPTIONS ARE THE FOLLOWING:

i. FOUR—-8SEASON USE
2. VISUAL AND NOISE IMPACTS
3. MINIMUM (OR NO) IMPACTS TO OTHER EXISTING USES

4. ABILITY TO PERFORM UNDER ADVERSE WEATHER
CONDITIONS
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5. PROVEN PERFORMANCE RECORD OF TECHNOLOGY AND PUBLIC
SAFETY OR COMPLIANCE WITH ESTABLISHED PUBLIC SBAFETY
CODES OR REGULATIONS

6. WATERSHED IMPACTS - construction and operational
phases

7. WILDLIFE IMPACTS
8. EFFECTS ON TOURISM

9. MULTI-JURISDICTIONAL INVOLVEMENT IN PLANNING AND
DECISIONMAKING PROCESSES

10. LIFE-CYCLE COBTE (full costs of construction,
operation and maintenance for the life of the
transportation mode)

11. PUBLIC AND PRIVATE FINANCING OPPORTUNITIES

12. MITIGATION OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPACTED TERRAIN OR
OTHER USES

13. LONG-TERM RAMIFICATIONE FROM POTENTIAL ASSOCIATED
DEVELOPMENT -- ski terrain, resort development,
commercial enterprises

14. CONSISTENCY WITH THE SALT LAKE COUNTY WASATCH
CANYONS MASTER PLAN AND THE U.S8. FOREST BSERVICE
WABATCH~-CACHE LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

15. COMPATIBILITY WITH CANYON AND AFFECTED AREA-WIDE
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS

Authority to make ‘decisions on a potential mountain
transportation system is shared by multiple governmental entities
and current analysis is fragmented among them. Cooperation is
necessary among the U.S. Forest Service, the affected counties and
local governments, other governmental entities and the ski resorts
to coordinate analysis and share information relative to
independent but cohesive decisions leading to planning, design,
construction, and operation of a Mountain Transportation System.

"No particular transportation mode (tram, roads, cog rail,
"super tunnel", cable systems, etc.) should be the focus of
consideration until the full ©range of alternatives are
comprehensively analyzed for environmental impacts, watershed
implications, engineering feasibility, costs and benefits, socio-
economic impacts, and public and private financing options. Modes
of transportation for a Mountain Transportation System should be -
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fully addressed before any option is approved by Salt Lake County
or other governmental entities with approval authority.

A Mountain Transportation System would not, by itself, offer
the most attractive ski terrain additions for ski resorts, and has
as its highest potential an opportunity to efficiently move people
between Cottonwood Canyon ski resorts, the Salt Lake Valley, and
other ski areas (with potential for Heber Valley).

A Mountain Transportation System must be compatible with this
Plan, particularly by recognizing use areas and levels, and by
proposing transportation modes that support and perpetuate them.
A System could be constructed and operated in phases, but would be
subject to amendment of this Plan to recognize the provisions of -
a Mountain Transportation System.

The present guided tour interconnect affords skiers the
opportunity to ski cross country between resorts and ski at more
than one resort area in a single day. The program adds another
dimension to the Wasatch ski experience.

Proposals have been considered to expand ski interconnect by
building conventional chairlifts and opening new ski terrain
among the canyon resorts and Park City. This concept, addressed
in the Governor‘'s Task Force on Interconnect, identified specific
corridors, and by itself would be inconsistent with the policies
of the Plan. If new ski terrain were incorporated with the
proposed chairlift interconnect, as would be likely, it would
conflict with the Plan's policies regarding downhill ski area
expansion and’'protection of existing backcountry ski areas. Alta's
Town Council has established a policy opposing any ski 1lifts in
Grizzly Gulch due to public safety concerns. The proposal may have
adverse implications for the Salt Lake Valley in terms of
infrastructure capacities and economic benefits. A chairlift
system could contribute to transportation problems in Big and
Little Cottonwood Canyons. The attractiveness of riding in an open
chair from Jupiter Bowl to Snowbird is questionable and not
satisfactory for four-season use. Finally, a chairlift
"interconnect" would not satisfy criteria outlined in this Plan
for a Mountain Transportation System.

The chairlift interconnect system concept by itself should
only be further considered as a component of an overall
transportation system that links the Salt Lake Valley with the ski
resorts of Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons, Park City, and
possibly the Heber Valley. For the long-term benefit of the
Wasatch Mountain region, & mountain transportation system should
be comprehensively evaluated before portions of a system are put
in place that could be inconsistent with a wise use of our finite
Canyon resources, :
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It would be premature to endorse any one 1nter-canyon/resort
transportation system. Likewise, it would be inappropriate to
advocate construction of any system without the analysis,
coordination and criteria reviews called for in this Plan. The
Inter-Resort Transportatlon System study underway through the
Mountainlands Association of Governments offers an opportunity to
perform such analysis.
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CHAPTER 6. CANYON PLANS

Each of the canyons is unique and uses have evolved
differently in each of them. The character and uses of each canyon

will determine canyon-specific application of plan pelicies. 1In
addition, individual Canyons have exceptiocnal circumstances for
which site~specific policies are needed. This Chapter provides

canyon specific policies, notes the application of area-wide
policies to individual canyons, and provides more detailed
background information canyon-by-canyon.

Several minor canyons on the west flank of the Wasatch
Mountains in Salt Lake County are not included in the Plan area.
For those canyons not specifically covered by the Plan (Tolcats,
Heughs, Dry Hollow, Ferguson, Neffs, North Fork, Deaf Smith, Bells,
Little Willow, and Willow Creek), it is recommended that the
general principles and policies of the Plan be applicable to lands
and issues under Salt Lake County's jurisdiction.

CITY CREEK CANYON

Ccity Creek Canyon's role is as a residential, memorial and
urban park in the lower canyon and a nature area and watershed
above Bonneville Loop road.

The first Mormon settlers camped near the mouth of City Creek
Canyon in 1847 and water from City Creek was used by the new
community as its initial source for drinking and irrigation. In
1857 Brigham Young was deeded land at the Canyon mouth by the
territorial legislature upon which he operated a sawmill, flour
mill and silk mill. During the 1860's and 1870's, he sold off
parcels marking the beginning of residential development at the
canyon mouth. Early this century, parks were developed near the
mouth of the canyon and the stream was diverted into an underground
conduit where it enters residential areas.

In 1914 the U.S. Congress withdrew federal lands within the
Canyon from appropriation and entry under the federal mining laws
to protect Salt Lake City's water supply.

Salt Lake City owns 56 percent of the surface lands in City
Creek Canyon; 6,569 acres. The U.S. Forest Service holds 29

percent of the land; 3,417 acres, mostly in a checkerboard

configuration intermingled with City 1lands. Smaller private
landholding totalling 1,676 acres are located at the mouth of the
canyon and along ridge lines. A proposed land exchange between
the Forest Service and the City would reduce Forest Service
landholding within this canyon and eliminate the checkerboard
Forest Service/City land configurations.
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City Creek Canyon has served as a valuable watershed and
recreational area of local significance. Salt Lake City promotes
the use of the canyon as a nature preserve and city park with
limited vehicular access. Currently, the 845-person picnic sites
are often used to capacity on summer weekends and holidays, with
continued heavy use throughout the week. Recent restrictions
limiting the canyon to pedestrian traffic on alternate days has
caused an overall decrease in the use of the developed facilities,
but Jjogging and biking activity has increased dramatically.
Fishing and hunting by permit also occur in the canyon.

Management of City Creek Canyon falls primarily under the
authority of Salt Lake cCity. The City Creek Master Plan was
completed in 1986 to act as the chief planning document addressing
land-use and circulation issues in the canyon. The primary plan
goal is to have City Creek Canyon serve as a valuable watershed and
recreation open space amenity of City-wide significance. According
to the plan, such uses should take precedence over other land-use
alternatives. Additional policies include preservation of the
canyon above Memory Grove Park for watershed and limited public
recreation, and promotion of the City Creek Park concept for the
entire canyon. Areas extending into the canyon as a formally
maintained park should be retained as today, with only minimal
improvements to enhance recreational opportunities, to stabilize
hillsides, and to define public/private property boundaries near

the mouth of the canyon. The plan recommended land ownership
consolidation by the City and Forest Service, and City annexation

of the Canyon to resolve overlapping jurisdictional
responsibilities in the Canyon. .

The 1988 salt ©Lake City Watershed Plan recommends
implementation of the <City Creek Master Plan, no further
development of water resources, maintenance of instream flows below
the water treatment plant for aesthetic and environmental Purposes,
and maintenance of high water quality.

Wasatch Canyons Master Plan Policies - City Creek Canyon

This Master Plan does not specifically address activities or
land-use within City Creek Canyon except as Canyon-wide policies
may apply. The Salt Lake City, City Creek Master Plan (1986), and
Watershed Management Plan (1988) are applicable to the Canyon.

RED BUTTE CANYON -

Red Butte is a near-pristine canyon whose role is a preserve
for a broad range of research related to the natural environment.
Strict management of Red Butte Canyon following the pioneer era of
quarrying, timber harvesting, grazing and water development has
resulted in a near-pristine area within the Salt ILake metropolitan
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area. Initially the canyon was used for irrigation water by the
valley settlers.

In October of 1862, Fort Douglas was established at the mouth
of Red Butte Canyon. The newly created military reservation
extended into the entire canyon and the U.S. Army assumed total
control.

Measures to protect the quality of the canyon were taken in
the early part of this century. In the early 1910's Red Butte was
closed to the general public and to livestock grazing. In 1914,
it was included in Federal legislation to withdraw Federal lands
in the northern canyons from mineral location and surface disposal
as a means of protecting the water resource. In 1969, jurisdiction
for Red Butte was transferred from the U.S. Army to the U.S. Forest
Service to be managed as a Research Natural Area.

The Federal Government owns 83 percent of the lands within
the canyon: 4,501 acres. Salt Lake City owns 508 acres and private
interests hold 415 acres. A proposed City/Forest Service land
exchange would eliminate City landholding within the canyon.

Uses in Red Butte Canyon are limited to nature study and
research. Fishing is allowed by veterans utilizing the. nearby
Veterans Administration Hospital. Traffic in the canyon is:zlimited
to that necessary for the maintenance and operation of research
and menitoring activities. The U.S. Geological Survey uses the
Creek as a national base station for water quality.

No uses are allowed that would diminish the natural values of
the canyon. U.S. Forest Service policy limits uses to research,
study, observations, monitoring, and educational activities that
are nondestructive, nonmanipulative, and that maintain unmodified
conditions. The Red Butte Canyon Steering Committee maintains a
liaison between interested management agencies including the
Wasatch-Cache National Forest, U.S Army, Utah Division of Wildlife
Resources, University of Utah, U.S. Geological Survey, and the
Intermountain Forest and Range Experiment Station.

Wasatch Canyons Master Plan Policies - Red Butte Canyon
The Plan does not address activities or land use within Red
Butte Canyon except as canyon-wide policies may apply, but supports

Red Butte's continued management as a pristine canyon with limited
human use and access.

EMIGRATION CANYON

Emigration Canyon constitutes a unique residential environment
and its continued development in that role along with exploring
opportunities for public use is anticipated within the restraints
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of its mountain setting and highway constraints. The existing
Emigration Canyon Master Plan remains in place.

Emigration Canyon was the route used by Mormon pioneers to
enter the Great Salt Lake Valley in 1847. Early uses of the Canyon
included ranching, limited farming, quarrying, and summer resorts.
Private summer homes, many converted to year- round use, began to
be built in the pioneer era and new homes continue to be
constructed on private lands within the Canyon.

Emigration Canyon has a relatively large proportion of its
lands in private ownership - 42 percent - totalling 4,856 acres.
The amount of private lands has made possible a level of
residential use not experienced in the other canyons. The U.S.
Forest Service manages 3,210 acres (28 percent of the lands) and
Salt Lake city owns 3,540 acres (30 percent). A proposed Forest
Service/salt Lake city land exchange would transfer most of the
City land to Forest Service ownership in the Canyon.

The canyon's primary use is year-round residential with
limited commercial development. Residential development has
continued the past decade. Some hiking occurs in the canyon, but
there are no developed trailheads or related facilities.
Essentially the entire canyon is a hunting safety zone, where big
game hunting is not allowed within one mile of buildings. Highway
FAS 133, a County Highway, provides access for canyon residents and
a route to Parleys and East Canyons. The canyon road is also a
popular route for jogging and bicycling.

Salt Lake County has the lead planning and management role in
Emigration Canyon. The Emigration Canyon Master plan was prepared
by the Salt Lake County Planning Division sStaff and adopted by the
Salt Lake County Commission in 1985. The 1985 plan establishes a
long-range, comprehensive framework for growth based on specific
implementation strategies. The Plan identifies areas suitable for
development considering the health, safety and welfare of the
present and future canyon residents.

The plan determines development suitability based on the
constraints of zoning, deer winter range, erosion and hillside
slippage, hydrology and slope. Areas determined to be suitable for
development are further subjected to development policies,
including the phasing of development. '

In addition to the plan, zoning is a critical element in the
planning policy of Emigration Canyon. On September 25, 1980, the
Hillside Protection Zone Ordinance was adopted for Emigration
Canyon. This special zone reduces development density as the slope
increases (prohibiting development on slopes of greater than 30
percent), and allows the Planning Commission to require additional
information such as soils reports, revegetation plans, geologic
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hazard reports, etc., to insure that a development will not
adversely affect the canyon environment. The Hillside Protection
Zone provides protection in canyon areas which were zoned before
the establishment of Forestry and commercial zones.

In July 1987, Emigration Canyon underwent a downzoning in
which residential densities were decreased and areas zoned
comnercial were changed to better reflect county-wide commercial
classifications and the sensitive canyon environment.

The Salt Lake City Watershed Management Plan recommends
development of sewer services for Emigration Canyon in order to
establish long~term water gquality improvements. To facilitate
development of a sewer line, the City could allow connection to
and use of the City sewer lines, and could promote annexation.
The City Plan further urges that the City determine the best means
to utilize its water rights in Emigration Canyon. Land management
improvements through exchange with the U.S. Forest Sexrvice for
ownership consolidation is supported.

Wasatch Canyons Master Plan Policies - Emigration Canyon

The 1985 Emigration Canyon Master Plan establishes guidelines
for development in the canyon. It is not intended that these
policies be revisited. However, there may be components of this
Plan which are applicable and beyond the scope of the Emigration
Plan and in such cases they should be applied.

Although Emigration Canyon residential use issues currently
dominate Emigration canyon pollcles significant public lands are
accessible from the Canyon and at its head. Access to public lands

and their recreational opportunities should be preserved.

The development of suitable camping and picnicking sites is
encouraged to meet canyon recreation demand and expand Emigration
canyon opportunltlés for public use. However, studies must be
performed in consultation with the Emlgratlon Canyon Community
Council and major land owners to determine environmental, traffic

and other impacts as well as land use compatibility prior to making
any decisions regarding public recreation in the canyon.

New commercial enterprises should be limited to the
comnercially zoned areas in the canyon.

Development and implementation of a traffic plan to alleviate
congestion is vital to public safety. Transportation and traffic
problems should be reviewed and a plan developed by traffic
engineers, the County Planning Division, and the Emigration Canyon
Community Council.
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Canyon resident concerns about increased congestion from
expanded, diversified Canyon use is recognized. Increased jogging
and biking, recreation site development, and completion of Little
Dell Reservoir in 1992, would all further compound Canyon traffic
congestion. Jogging and biking on the highway is an immediate
public safety concern. Increases in this use should not be
encouraged until separate lanes or other safety measures can be
considered and implemented.

Existing and potential snowplay activities at Little Mountain
are an appropriate Canyon activity. It is suggested that trash
cans and sanitation facilities be provided and maintained in this
area in the winter.

PARLEYS CANYON

Parleys Canyon has been a major transportation route for many
years, yet it is suited for a wide variety of recreation-related
activities that are compatible with that role.

Early use of Parleys Canyon included timber cutting, livestock
grazing and water supply. In response to the Park City mining
boom, a railway was built through the Canyon during the 1880's.
It was eventually replaced by a new railway which has also since
been abandoned. With the advent of the automobile, and the
construction of U.S. 40, Parleys Canyon became a major route for
transcontinental travel. 1In the late 1960's U.S. 40 was replaced
by Interstate 80 which now carries large volumes of traffic on six
lanes of divided freeway. Construction of I-80 radically altered
the lower reaches of the canyon.

Mountain Dell Reservoir was constructed in 1917 and was raised
to its present height in 1925. :

The Federal Government is the largest landowner in Parleys
Canyon with the Forest Service managing 13,994 acres, 42 percent
of the Canyon. Forest Service holdings are concentrated in the
lower portion of the canyon and in Lambs Canyon. Salt Lake City
has consolidated landheoldings in Little Dell Canyon and holds
12,207 acres in the canyon (36 percent of the land). Private
ownership of 6,810 acres is largely in Lambs and Mount Aire side
canyons where residences have been built. Salt Lake County owns
155 acres in Parleys Canyon. A proposed Forest Service/Salt Lake
City land exchange would consolidate their respective landholdings
in the canyon.

Uses within the canyon include summer cabins in Mount Aire
and Lambs Canyons, the major transportation corridor of I-80 and
recreational uses including picnicking, golf, hiking, bicycling,
nordic track skiing, snowmobiling, fishing and hunting. Salt Lake
City uses the Canyon for water storage at the Mountain Dell
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Reservoir. Little Dell Reservoir is under construction and is
scheduled for completion in 1992. Salt Lake City Parks and
Recreation will operate the recreation uses of Little Dell. The
uses will be limited to picnicking and non-motorized recreation on
and around the reservoir.

No master plan has been completed for Parleys Canyon. The
1977 208 Technical Land Use Plan included Parleys Canyon but did
not address many current planning issues. The 208 Plan also
projected a large recreational impact from the Little Dell project.
However, Little Dell subsequently was down-sized.

Parleys Canyon is protected under FR Zoning which has been
established to permit the development of the canyon area for
forestry recreation and other uses compatible with the protection
of the natural and scenic resources of these areas. Salt Lake City
owns all available water rights in the Canyon and has foreclosed
further surplus water sales under a water sales moratorium since
1981.

Wasatch Canyons Master Plan Policies = Parleys Canyon

Completion of Little Dell Dam is scheduled for 1992.
Recreation-site development is encouraged to include picnic sites,
hiking and jogging trails, fishing, and non-motorized boating.

Continued use and expansion is supported for the camp and
picnic sites at Affleck Park and -picnic sites in Lambs Canyon
operated by Salt Lake City Corporation.

Expansion of the Salt Lake City Mountain Dell Golf Course,
the overlaying winter-use Nordic Track facilities, and increased
parking capacity at the Mountain Dell site is supported. Salt Lake
city Parks and Recreation is encouraged to allow winter use of the
expanded parking for winter dispersed recreation use.

Major sporting events have been proposed for Parleys Canyon.
Construction of permanent new facilities for such purposes should
only occur 1if they fill 1long-term recreation needs and are
compatible with this Plan. Masstransit should be used to shuttle
spectators to the event sites from Valley staging areas.

Private property above the dam site in Dell Canyon and from
Parleys Summit to Lambs Canyon should be publicly acquired.

Developmeént of alpine skiing in Parleys Canyon would be
inconsistent with this Plan's policy regarding ski area expansion
cutside of existing Forest Service ski area permit boundaries.

Other plan canyon-wide policies may apply to Parleys Canyon.
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MILL CREEK CANYON

Mill Creek Canyon is primarily a day-use canyon providing
picnicking and related activities to the residents of the Valley.

Since early settlement of the Salt Lake Valley, Mill Creek
Canyon has served as a popular recreation area. Other historical
uses included timber harvest and saw milling, and livestock
grazing. The 1904 establishment of the Wasatch-Cache National
Forest provided management direction for the Canyon. By early in
this century, picnicking and camping sites had been established in
many areas of the Canyon. Although Salt Lake City owns most of the
water rights, it has not used the creek for culinary purposes. The
creek was used until late 1949 as a hydroelectric power .source by
Utah Power and Light Company.

The Forest Service has consolidated land owriership of 12,314
acres in the Canyon (81 percent). Private land ownership is 19
percent, or 1,600 acres, and is mostly in the lower portion of the
Canyon except for one large block near the Canyon head.

Mill Creek Canyon uses are characterized by intensive summer
developed and <dispersed recreation and moderate, however
increasing, dispersed winter recreation. A limited number of
summer recreation residences have been constructed, but there has
been no new construction in the past decade due to limited private
land and Forest Service policy against additional Forest Service
land leasing for private residential purposes. Two restaurants and
a Boy Scout camp are located in the canyon.

The Forest Service Plan provides for minimal expansion of
developed facilities, and maintenance and redevelopment of existing
facilities; the focus over the next decades will be providing and
managing increased dispersed recreation.

All of the private land in Mill Creek Canyon is covered by
County FR-20 zoning with the exception of one commercially zoned
area where an existing restaurant is located. Another restaurant
is located on Forest Service land and operates under a Forest
Service permit.

In anticipation of development of Mill Creek for culinary use,
the Salt Lake City Watershed Management Plan recommends management
strategies which may affect the future of Mill Creek Canyon,
including a review of improvements in picnicking
facilities, domesticated animal use, and the effects water supply
development may have on downstream instream flows.
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Wasatch Canyons Master Plan Policies -~ Mill Creek Canyon

Heavy day-use of picnic sites in Mill Creek Canyon has
contributed to significant deterioration of the immediate terrain
and groundcover. Some Mill Creek Canyon recreation sites have
experienced use beyond their ability to sustain a natural
environment.

Measures should be implemented in the immediate future to
rehabilitate the canyon's heavy use areas, to assure protection of
the natural features, to maintain a quality user experience, and
to anticipate use of the canyon stream for culinary water supply.
The following actions are suggested:

Intensive use of the Camp Tracy complex and past stream
channel flood damage warrant special attention by the Boy Scouts
of America to assure visual quality, rehabilitation of the stream
area, and the protection of water quality through its property.
Salt Lake County will cooperate with the Boy Scouts of America in
assessing the need for stream impact mitigation, and in reviews
and updating of its conservation plan for the camp. The Boy Scouts
of America camp use has approached its maximum capacity and
alternative camp facilities or modified use policies at the camp
will be necessary in the. future. It is suggested that increased
stream water quality monitoring in conjunction with anticipated use
of Mill Creek water for culinary purposes include monitoring above
and below the camp to ascertain if there are water quality impacts
associated with the facility.

Picnicking, hlklng and dispersed recreation should continue
to be the major uses in the canyon.

Public acquisition should be pursued for the section of
privately owned land at the head of the Canyon for watershed
protection and public recreation purposes.

It is recommended that the Forest Service impose fees for use
of picnic sites and require reservations for their use by groups.
Some sites have been monopolized by groups which 1limits
opportunities for others to use them. Fees and group reservation
systems will better control the duration, nature, and availability

.of canyon picnic sites.

Improved public information should be provided on the status
of Mill Creek Canyon, on impacts from overuse at intensely used
areas, and on seeking public cooperation in rehabllltatlon of the
Canyon's picnic and heavy-use areas.
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The road in the upper end of Mill Creek Canyon is in need of
substantial repair and maintenance work. The road is maintained
by Salt Lake County through a Forest Service Special Use Permit
and provides access to private property within the Canyon as well
as to recreational opportunities for the public dt large. The road
should be repaired within the existing right-of-way and
County/Forest Service cooperation should determine shared
decisionmaking/costs on construction of a parking area near the
winter gate which closes the upper road to winter traffic. Such
a parking facility would better enable off-season walking, biking,
cross—-country skiing and other dispersed recreational use of the
seasonally closed road and upper Canyon.

Existing parking should be improved and limited additional
parking should be provided for existing picnic sites.

Future transportation options are to be considered to reduce
peak summer-use congestion. For the long term, the feasibility of
mass transit for Mill Creek Canyon during high-use summer periods
should be explored with a park-and-ride staging area in the valley.
Private property owners in the canyon would be granted permits for
private vehicles. Other private vehicles would be banned during
high-use perieds.

Non-motorized uses should be pérmitted on the highway above
the gate once the highway is closed for the winter season.

Canyon-wide Plan policies having specific application to Mill
Creek Canyon include the following:

Ski area expansion into Mill Creek Canyon outside of existing
Forest Service ski permit area boundaries would be inconsistent
with this Plan.

It is recommended to the Forest Service that grazing of
domestic livestock be phased out as Forest Service grazing permits
expire, particularly when Mill Creek begins to be used for culinary
water supply.

As public picnic facilities are imprcved, modifications should
be made to restrooms to make them barrier-free.

Jogging and biking lanes should be added to the County Road
if feasible.

Improved hiker trail information and identification of private
lands and public lands should be provided.

Designation of mountain bike routes or +trails may be
appropriate.
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Horseback riding, which may be affected by designation of Mill
Creek Canyoh as a watershed, should be carefully reviewed by
watershed managers in consultatlon with horseback riders prior to
policy decisions. (See Watershed and Water Quality Protection p.27)

Other Canyon-wide policies may apply.

BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON

Big Cottonwood Canyon has served for many years as a
predominantly day-use summer and winter recreation area for the
residents of Salt Lake County. Developments in the Canyon are
characterized by cabins and single family residences, except for
a few buildings associated with the ski resorts. The type and
character of uses in the Canyon are continued into the future in
this Plan.

Until the arrival of the first white trappers, Big Cottonwood
canyon served native Indians as a hunting ground. After the 1847
settlement of the Salt Lake Valley, the canyon became important for
lumber and mining. Public recreational use of the Canyon was also
popular in the early days of valley settlement.

In 1863 mineral outcroppings were discovered in Big Cottonwood
Canyon and the West Mountains Mining District was established. Big
Cottonwood Canyon soon became one of the richest mlnlng districts
in the State. Mining operations were especially active in the Mill
D South Fork (Cardiff Fork), and Silver Fork. Ores contained lead,
silver, and small quantities of gold, zinc, and copper. A power
plant was built to serve the mines, and camps for miners and their
families were established. An 1873 slump 1in silver prices
diminished mining activity and by the turn of the century, only one
producing mine remained.

The Canyon's streams furnished power to operate sawmills to
process abundant timber. The charter to build the first saw- mill
was granted in 1857. As mining increased in the 1860's, use of
wood to fuel mining machinery boomed. Timber demand was further
compounded by construction of residential housing for a quickly
growing valley population. Around 1875 the Big Cottonwood Lumber
Company operated four sawmills with water power and another with
steam. By the turn of the century massive deforestation had taken
place.

In 1871, William and Catherine Brighton began operating a cafe

and in 1874 the first hotel was built at Brighton near the head of
the Canyon.
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As the mines faded from the scene, a new activity to the
region, skiing, began in Big Cottonwood Canyon. It appears the
first recorded organized cCanyon ski activity occurred on January
22, 1915. The first facility for skiing in the Brighton area was
a home-made T-bar tow, constructed in 1936. A single chairlift
was added to the existing T-bars and rope tows in 1947 and in 1954
the first double chairlift in the Intermountain area began
operation.

Solitude ski area began operation in 1959. Due to mechanical
and sanitation problems, Solitude closed March 31, 1974. In 1977,
after new ownership and massive renovation, Solitude reopened.

Big Cottonwood Canyon is largely under U.S. Forest Service
ownership, 25,242 acres, or 78 percent of the Canyon. There are
also substantial blocks of private land totalling 6,937 acres, 21
percent. Private ownership is primarily in the higher elevations
toward the ridgelines and in the residential areas off the canyon
road near Reynolds Flat, Silver Fork, and Brighton. Salt Lake
County owns one block of land in Mill D South Fork. Salt Lake City
has a small landholding near Brighton.

During the last 40 years, recreational use of Big Cottonwood
Canyon has grown steadily in relation to the population growth of
the Salt Take Valley. There is a wide variety of uses in the
Canyon including ski resorts, year-round residences, picnicking,
camping, summer homes, fishing, hunting, hiking, alpine, rock
climbing, backcountry, and nordic track skiing, snowmobiling, and
snowplaying. :

<
The most current documents regarding Big Cottonwood cCanyon
are the 208 Technical Land Use Plan, the Forest Service Wasatch-
Cache National Forest Management Plan, and the Salt Lake City
Watershed Management Plan. .

In 1972 Salt Lake County zoned all of the public and private
lands in the Canyon. New developments were subject to conditional
use permitting and subdivision review prior to development. The
County has maintained a close relationship with the Big Cottonwood
Community Association.

The Salt Lake City Watershed Management Plan recommends that
the City support watershed protection measures and the development
of a sewer line. City support for the sewer line is subject to the
condition that all commercial facilities, feasible recreational
facilities and residences be required to tie into the line from the
mouth to the top of the canyon.
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Wasatch Ccanyons Master Plan Policies - Big Cottonwood Canyon

Construction of a sewer line in Big Cottonwood Canyon is
endorsed and encouraged. All commercial operations within the
Canyon should be required to utilize the sewer line when completed.
aAll other sewage sources are encouraged to hook up and use the line
if feasible.

The consolidation of existing substandard lots, which are
deficient due to size, slope, soils, etc, into larger lots is
encouraged. High visual quality standards compatible with the
Canyon surroundings should be maintained in the construction of
any new structures.

The Silver Fork drainage is a popular area for hiking and
other dispersed recreation and should remain available for those
uses. current development plans for the Solitude Resort do not
envision utilization of Silver Fork for ski area expansion. In
addition, the Forest Service amendment to the Forest Plan removed
Silver Fork from the Sclitude ski permit area.

Improvements included in the Forest Service Plan at the Big
Cottonwood nordic track facility are acceptable. However, access
to the track from Brighton Village must be maintained.

In 1982 Salt Lake County gave preliminary approval for a
conditional use permit for the construction of 320 condominium
units by Solitude Resort. On December 15, 1988, preliminary
approval was provided for a modified Solitude Resort proposal
consisting of 280 units. This will intreoduce a relatively large
overnight use and a new dimension to uses in the Canyon. The
number and type of accommodations granted preliminary approval in
1988 should be used to establish the makimum intensity of use in
considering future design and composition proposals for the resort.
outside Brighton and Solitude, the rest of Big Cottonwood Canyon
should maintain its traditional rcle and character.

Any future overnight lodging or commercial campgrounds in the
Canyon should be visually compatible with the present character of
the canyon.

Selective public acquisition of private lands within the
Canyon on a case-by-case basis is encouraged to assure public
access to trails, backcountry areas, and public lands in general;
to improve watershed protection; to reduce user and property owner
conflicts; and to maintain sensitive canyon terrain in its natural
state for the long-term public enjoyment.

71



Priorities and funding for land acquisitions in Big Cottonwood
Canyon should be coordinated with other entities as described on
page 28 under Private Land Acquisition. However, the Donut Falls
area 1s one in particular which should be given priority
consideration. The area has suffered significant degradation due
to off-highway vehicular use. Because the area includes privately-
owned lands, restriction of off-highway vehicular use has been
frustrated. It is recommended that the affected private lands be
publicly acquired for purposes of eliminating off-highway vehicular
terrain damage and for protecting the watershed from further
degradation.

Better management practices are needed on public and private
lands for summer and winter off-highway vehicle use. More
intensive management of these activities is recommended to the
Forest Service for National Forest Lands and the County should more
diligently enforce off-highway use restrictions on private lands.
If better management practices are unsuccessful in controlling
damage from OHV use, elimination of OHV use in cardiff Fork may be
necessary.

Snowmobile use in the Reynolds Flat and Cardiff Fork area has
caused conflicts with private property owners, backcountry skiers,
and families involved in snow play activities. It is recommended
that the U.S. Forest Service review snowmobile use on National
Forest lands in Cardiff Fork and with Salt Lake County consider
phasing out snowmobile use in this area by the end of the Plan
period.

It is recommended to the Forest Service that new barrier-free
facilities at Silver Lake, removal of barriers at the Spruces
Campground and Jordan Pines picnic area, and cooperation with the
County in the construction of a special trail for individuals with
disabilities be priorities.

Canyon-wide Plan policies having specific application to Big
Cottonwood Canyon include the following: :

Ski area expansion is supported within existing Forest Service
permit area boundaries, including privately owned lands, consistent
with the 1985 Forest Service Plan with up to 2,900 additional
S.A.0.T. Potential ski area alterations should be jointly reviewed
by the affected jurisdictions. '

Private land, with potential for alpine skiing, exists
adjacent to ski area permit boundaries in Big Cottonwood Canyon.

Any consideration by Salt Lake County of ski area expansion
would be subject to the criteria listed on page 33.

72



[Sp——

Additional ski area parking on private lands would not be
allowed unless it is consistent with resolving transportation
problems and would improve the physical environment.

Approval of conducting Olympic events is contingent upon
specific proposals and their meeting Plan crlterla.

Backcountry ski areas are to be preserved, while allowing for
a potential Mountain Transportation System corridor.

Consideration of a Mountain Transportation System will include
Big Cottonwcod Canyon. Use of a proposed conventional
chairlift/ski terrain interconnect system or the Guardsman's Pass
road by themselves would not meet Mountain Transportation System
criteria nor provide satisfactory year-round inter-canyon/resort
transportation.

Reduction of peak winter vehicular traffic will be pursued
through incentives for mass transit use, disincentives for private
car use during peak periods, and multl jurisdictional/ski resort
cooperation. Ski resorts will be requested to evaluate and
mitigate projected traffic impacts associated with proposals to
expand resort capacities.

Small parking lots for dispersed recreation use will be
constructed on a case-by-case basis and provision will be made for
mass transit stops.

Large lot zoning will be retained.

Any future commercial development will be consolidated in
close proximity to the resorts.

Aesthetic standards will be applied to future design and
construction of structures.

It is recommended to the Forest Service that user fees be
extended to picnic sites and that existing sites should be
rehabilitated as warranted.

Grazing under Forest Service permit is recommended to be
phased out by the Forest Service as permits expire.

Mining activities would be under a County Conditional Use
permit with provisions for environmental controls and site
rehabilitation.

Handicapped'barriers will be removed at public facilities as
they are improved.
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Trails and trail access will be maintained, and some use
restrictions may need to be imposed on a case-by-case basis. A
new trail for summer hiking and winter cross country skiing should
be designed, rights-of-way acquired, and built from Brighton to the
Spruces,

Jogger and biking lanes should be added where safe and
feasible.

Appropriate routes or trails for mountain bike use should be
considered and designated by the Forest Service.

Other canyon-wide polices may apply.

LITTLE COTTONWOOD CANYON

Uses in Little Cottonwood Canyon are mostly recreational with
hiking, camping, backcountry skiing, rock climbing, and the largest
Canyon use, alpine skiing. Alta Ski Area has been in operation for
50 years, and since the early 1970's, the Snowbird Ski Resort and
has been a primary Canyon recreation center attracting guests
worldwide to its numerous facilities, deep powder snow and
challenging slopes. The Plan provides for existing Canyon roles
to continue. The Town of Alta manages land use at the top of the
Canyon for commercial facilities, residential, and recreational
activities. '

The early history of Little Cottonwood Canyon is most strongly
associated with mining. 1In 1864 the first mineral discovery was
made at the head of Little Cottonwood Canyon at what would later
become the world famous Emma Silver Mine at Alta. The completion
of the first transcontinental railway on May 10, 1869 made larger
scale mining in the area feasible. Alta supported an estimated
population of 5,000 by 1873. Between 1862 and 1877 an estimateqd
$20 million in silver was taken from the Alta Mining area.

In 1904 the Wasatch-Cache National Forest was established
including Little Cottonwood Canyon. Up to this point however, the
Canyon had not been used for recreation as extensively as its
sister canyons to the north.

The developmerit of the Alta Ski Area began when the first 1ift
was built up Collins Gulch in 1938. Private land was deeded by
several mining companies to the U.S. Forest Service and a
cooperative private, civic and Forest Service effort resulted in
the development of the ski area. The establishment of the
Avalanche Research Center during the first winter of operation
constituted the first such facility in North America.
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In conjunction with the development of the Ski Resort in 1937,
Snowpine Lodge was built in 1939. The Alta Lodge was built in 1939
with 16 rooms. It was subsequently expanded in 1959, 1964, and in
1968. The Peruvian Lodge, was built in 1946 and expanded in 1967.
The original Rustler Lodge was built in 1947; additions were built
in the 1960's and 1970's. Gold Miners Daughter was built in 1962
and additions were subsedquently made.

Prior to 1971, the majority of visits to Little Cottonwood
Canyon were for day use. After several years of planning, a new
resort, Snowbird, opened its first phase of operation in
December of 1971 with a 162 room hotel/condominium. Over the next
16 years, an additional 740 units were constructed.

Land ownership in Little Cottonwood Canyon is dominated by
the Forest Service with holdings of 13,853 acres, or 81 percent of
the canyon. Privately held lands total 3,227 acres and are located
at the canyon mouth, Wasatch Resort, Snowbird, Town of Alta, and
various mining patents Several land exchanges involving Salt Lake
city, the U.S. Forest Service, Trust for Public Lands, and private
landowners have altered the land ownershlp pattern in the Canyon
by placing more private property in public ownership. .

Land use in Little Cottonwood Canyon is primarily
recreational. Hiking, rock climbing, camping, picnicking, resort
activities and sightseeing are the most common summer activities
with backcountry and downhill skiing occurring in the winter and
spring.

The Alta/Little Cottonwood Canyon General Plan (1973) and the
208 Technical ILand Use Plan have been the primary management
documents for the Canyon in the past one-and-a-half decades. A
review and updating of these plans may be timely.

The Salt Lake City Watershed Management Plan recommends that
Salt Iake City maintain existing watershed management practices in
the Canyon, and develop interlocal agreements with other
municipalities with water rights. Private lands in critical
watershed areas should be considered for acquisition.

The Town of Alta is an incorporated municipality in upper
Little Cottonwood Canyon, including Albion Basin. Within its
boundaries, Alta exercises land-use Jjurisdiction. Alta maintains
its own planning and zoning controls, public safety standards and
enforcement apparatus.

Wasatch Canyons Master Plan Policies - Little Cottonwood Canyon
current uses of White Pine should be preserved. White Pine

Canyon is one of the most popular dispersed recreational use areas
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in the Canyons. It serves picnickers, hikers, backcountry skiers,
helicopter skiers, downhill skiers who traverse to it from the
Snowbird ski area, and other users. White Pine offers one of the
only remaining areas in Little Cottonwood Canyon for beginning and
intermediate backcountry skiing.

White Pine Canyon is almost entirely National Forest lands.
The 1985 Wasatch-Cache National Forest Plan states that development
of White Pine for downhill skiing would "require further study and
support of an environmental analysis." It is recommended to the
Forest Service that White Pine Canyon be retained in its natural
state for dispersed recreational use. This policy on White Pine
Canyon is consistent with the Plan's position on limiting ski area
expansion to within existing Forest Service ski permit area
boundaries.

If in the future it is determined that it is appropriate to
add terrain to Little Cottonwood Ski Resort permit areas, oppor-
tunities £for ski resort boundary expansion could be explored
outside of the Plan area, where user conflicts are less intense.
It should also be noted that opportunities remain for expansion
within existing ski area boundaries which may provide for more
efficient skier utilization of terrain.

If the Forest Service were in the future to approve proposals
inconsistent with this Plan for downhill ski area permit expansion
into White Pine, this Plan, to be consistent with the TForest
Service decision, would have to be amended.

Although the Plan relies upon supplemental mass transit
utilization for addressing short-term peak transportation problems
in Little Cottonwood Canyon, it should be noted that the County has
approved construction of an additional Parking Terrace at the
Snowbird Resort. This additional parking capacity is compatible
"with the winter and summer use peak-use needs at the Resort, but
the added Snowbird facility shouldn't diminish cooperative efforts
to encourage use of mass transit and discourage use of private
vehicles in Little Cottonwood Canyon.

A Forest Service land exchange has recently added public
property near the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon. Forest
Service efforts to use this newly acquired property for dispersed
recreation opportunities are supported.

Cooperation is requested from the IDS Church to allow public
access for rock climbing enthusiasts and the provision for parking
for that use near the mouth of the cCanyon.

Canyon-wide Plan policies having specific application to Little
Cottonwood Canyon include the following:
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Ski area expansion is supported within existing Forest Service
permit area boundaries, including privately owned lands, consistent
with the 1985 Forest Service Plan with up to an addltlonal 4,100
S.A.0.T. Potential ski area changes should be jointly rev1ewed by
affected entities.

Additional ski area parking on private lands is not allowed
unless it is consistent with resolving transportation problems and
would improve the physical environment.

Approval of conducting Olympic events in the Canyon is
contingent upon specific proposals and meeting the Plan criteria.

Backcountry ski areas are to be preserved while allowing for
a potential Mountain Transportation System corridor.

Consideration of a Mountain Transportation System includes
Little Cottonwood Canyon. Use of a conventional chairlift system
to link ski areas in Little Cottonwood to other Canyons and ski
areas is not by itself a viable Mountain Transportation System.

Reduction of winter vehicular traffic will be pursued through
incentives for mass transit use, disincentives for private.,car use
during ©peak periods, and multi-jurisdictional/ski ~ resort
cooperation. Ski resorts will be required to evaluate and mitigate
prOJect traffic impacts associated with proposals which would
increase their use capacities.

Unobtrusive small parking lots for dispersed recreation use
will be constructed on a case-by-case basis and provision will be
made for mass transit stops.

Existing large lot zoning will be retained.

Any future commercial development will be consolidated in
close proximity to the resorts.

Aesthetic standards will be applied to the future design and
construction of structures.

Mining activities would be under a County Conditional Use
Permit with provisions for environmental protection and post-mining
site rehabilitation.

The dewatering of Little Cottonwood Creek near the mouth of
the Canyon is regrettable. Salt Lake County supports provision for
maintenance of water flows in Canyon streams in future decisions
affecting canyon water use and recommends that owners of water
rights review the potential for committing water rights to instream
flows on a canyon-by-canyon and case—by—case basis.
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It is recommended that the Forest Service rehabilitate camp
sites as warranted. As public facilities are improved, handicapped
barriers should be removed.

Trails and trail access will be- maintained and some use
restrictions may be imposed on a case-by-case basis. A trail for
summer hiking and winter cross country skiing should be designed,
rights-of-way acquired, and built from Alta to Tanners Flat.

More intensive management of off-highway vehicular use should
be pursued. '

Jogger and biking lanes should be added to the highway where
feasible. Appropriate routes or trails for mountain bike use
should be considered.

Other Canyon-wide policies may apply.
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CHAPTER 7.
IMPLEMENTATION OF PLAN AREA POLICIES

Implementation of the plan is the responsibility of the
government agencies having jurisdiction in the canyons. They are
primarily Salt Lake County, the U.S. Forest Service, Salt Lake
city, the city-County Board of Health, and the State of Utah.
Implementation will occur in increments over many years, i.e. a
new trail, a renovated picnic area, increased bus service, a new
lodge, an extended ski lift, etc., as those responsible for various
services develop their progranms. It will be necessary for each
operating entity to continually refer to and follow the plan
policies and recommendations if the goals of the plan are to be
achieved.

The Town of Alta and Salt Lake City exercise municipal
jurisdiction within their boundaries.

Salt Lake County has broad administrative and legislative

jurisdiction over most of the plan area and will be the lead agency
in the following:

INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION

Salt Lake County will initiate the formation of the Wasatch
Canyons Coordinating Committee through a memorandum of
understanding (MOU) signed by Salt Lake County, the U.5. Forest
Service, Salt Lake City, City-County Board of Health, Town of Alta,
and the State of Utah.

Other governmental entities and private groups and individuals
may be involved in an advisory capacity at the discretion of the
organization on an ad hoc basis as issues warrant.

The Canyons Coordinating Committee should involve and
complement existing organizational structures which coordinate
watershed, water quality, and water planning activities including
the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) among Salt Lake County, the
U.S. Forest Service, and Salt Lake City; the Area-wide Water
Quality Council; and the Salt Lake City Public Utilities Advisory
Committee.

The MOU would broadly define the parameters of the
organization, determine sharing of organization expenses, establish
opportunities and processes for public participation, state the
committee's purposes and goals, and incorporate organizational
flexibility to facilitate adaptation to changing issues,
relationships, or other circumstances.
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‘Salt Lake County will chair and staff the committee. Member
entities will reimburse the County for their prorated share of
organization costs borne by the County.

The committee should meet at least quarterly at established
times, post an agenda and meeting announcement, and meetings should
be open to the public. Beyond its formal meetings, the
organization should serve as an on-going clearinghouse for
intergovernmental coordination. '

Member entities would retain their respective responsibilities
and authorities.

MOUNTAIN TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

Consideration of a mountain transportation system will involve
cooperation with other affected entities including Wasatch and
Summit Counties, the U.S. Forest Service, local governments, and
the affected ski resorts. Cooperation among these entities will
increase opportunities for the individual governments to arrive at
the independent, but compatible decisions necessary to approve and
realize future operation of a transportation system. Salt Lake
County should vigorously pursue this cooperative analysis and based
on its findings, proceed toward consideration of a system.

The criteria provided in this Plan will guide County
consideration of plans, systems, and modes of transportation.
However, the criteria and the Mountain Transportation System policy
in this Plan can do little more than set the stage for a more
comprehensive, technical, and multi-jurisdictional analysis.
Subsequent, eventual Salt Lake County decisions on an appropriate
amendment to this Plan and consideration of a specific proposal or
proposals should be compatible with the overall policies of this
Plan. '

' DEVELOPMENT REGULATION

Future development in the Plan Area should conform to the
Canyon Plan land-use suitability standards and must comply with
the requirements of the zoning and subdivision ordinances, the
uniform building codes, and all applicable health and water quality .
codes. All zoning and conditional use approvals for development
in the plan area should include conditions and requirements
necessary to implement the Canyon Plan policies.

The County will continue to enforce zoning, building codes,
and other regulations applicable to development in the Canyons.
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This Master Plan anticipates changes and allows for
development in the Canyons. It should be recognized that the
master plan process cannot incorporate exhaustive analyses of
specific development proposals or potential actions.

Existing ordinances and the established review procedures,
which include public hearings, provide the framework for the
evaluation of development proposals to check for consistency with
the Master Plan, for focus on critical issues, to. incorporate new
information where necessary and appropriate, and to provide for
appropriate review by regulatory agencies and the public.

Since most of the canyon areas are zoned Forestry Multifamily
(FM) or Forestry Recreation (FR), the regulations of these Zones
are included in Appendix (9 and 10) together with the regulatlons
of the Hillside Protection Zone (HP) which covers land in
Emigration Canyon Appendix (8). The Ordinance for Conditional Uses
is found in Appendix 11.

The master plan process included a comprehensive review and
analysis of environmental and suitability factors for a wide range
of Canyons uses. The best available, current resource and use data
was mapped on individual maps (layers) and combined into maps
showing areas suitable for various uses and activities. Before
finalizing, these su1tab111ty'maps, and the information and factors
that went into preparing these maps, were carefully reviewed and
critiqued by the Citizens and Technical Adv1sory Committees.
caution, however, should be exercised when using these maps. The
maps are general in nature, giving Salt Lake County and interested
persons a sense of the locations and amount of suitable terrain in
the canyons for various uses. The suitability maps are not
intended to give a detailed picture of suitability for each parcel
of land, having used 1:24,000 (40-foot contours) as the base for
most information. Suitability maps should be used as a dgeneral

- guide. Environmental conditions for specific development proposals

should be evaluated using site-specific analysis. The full range
of considerations, including those used in this Plan's suitability
analysis, availability of water, utilities, 1and—use relationships,
access, etc., must be evaluated.

Protection of the Canyons environment has been foremost in
preparation of this Plan. The follow1ng issues are considered to
be requisite components of the review process to determine the
short and long-term effect of a development:

1. Water Quality, with primary attention to municipal
watershed management;

2. Transportation, with assessments of predominant modes,
qualification of impacts, and traffic mitigation
strategies;

3. Vegetation, including mountain wetlands;
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4. Wildlife;

5. Other wusers of Canyon resources, including public
recreation; '
6. Visual Impacts including signs;

7. Public health and safety;:

8. Public infrastructure;

9. Cultural. and historical impacts;
10. Other factors deemed important.

Ordinances will be implemented by the Salt Lake County
Commission to require easements or access to trailheads and public
lands as a condition to approval of new subdivisions or land~use
approvals as warranted on a site-specific basis.

The County will communicate with private landowners and
developers to encourage their cooperation toward realization of
larger lots and use of PUD's.

The County will continue to refine suitability standards and
suitability analysis of potentially developable private lands to
guide development decisions toward the most suitable Canyon sites.

COMMERCIAL ENTERPRISES - RETAIL, LODGES, CONDOMINIUMS
- e s s hanly WAJINLILIIVALINACFIVELD

New commercial development will be required to comply with
this Plan. BAny development proposals not in close proximity to
existing ski resort areas in the Cottonwood Canyons or within
commercially zoned areas in other canyons would require amendment
to this Plan. All significant proposals will require site specific
suitability, traffic, water quality and other studies deemed
necessary by the Planning Commission.

HIGHWAY TRANSPORTATION

Salt ILake County will place the following implementation
measures on the agenda of +the Wasatch Canyons Coordinating
Committee:

. Options for govermmental action by the County or in
cooperation with other jurisdictions

. Participation in the Mountain Transportation System study
. Enforcement of parking regulations during peak periods

. Traffic mitigation plans by ski resorts for approval of
increased skiers
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. Programs to increase public acceptance of measures to
reduce car traffic during peak periods and cooperate with
the UTA to promote mass transit use in the Canyons and
with UTA, the U.S. Forest Service, and the Utah
Department of Transportation in the location and
implementation of multiple bus stops in the Cottonwood
canyons

Developing a transportation safety evaluation program
Measures for reducing traffic congestion on and
associated with the cCounty road in Mill Creek Canyon

during summer peak use periods.

Provision for sanitation and trash facilities (page 48).

PRIVATE LAND ACQUISITION

Salt Lake County will place development of criteria for land
acquisitions in the Canyons including priorities for categories of
lands for acquisition and funding options for purchases on the
agenda of the Wasatch Canyons Coordinating Committee.

The County will establish a program for land acquisitions
including guidelines for acquisitions and determine a source of
funding.

AESTHETIC STANDARDS

The County Planning Division will prepare and implement
architectural standards to quide building design, mass, and
placement of future Canyon structures.

Development of the guide may include consultation with
architects and builders and a review of existing structures in the
Wasatch canyons and in other mountain settings to appreciate the
options and kinds of structures which may be viewed as compatible
to the Canyon environment. Consultation with Canyon resident
groups, the U.s. Forest Sexvice, and other appropriate
jurisdictions will afford review by the most directly affected
entities.

Adoption as an ordinance and implementation through the normal
planning and permitting processes will provide opportunltles for
public involvement as well as better assure consistency in the
application of guidelines. The guidelines may be applicable to
existing structures but modifications would not be required.
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MINING

Salt Lake County will evaluate any proposals to reopen mining
operations in the Canyons assuring protection of the watersheds,
and consideration of implications for transportation, public
safety, and the full realm of local governmental concerns.

PUBLIC SAFETY

Salt Lake County will place the public safety concerns
addressed in the Plan on the agenda of the Wasatch Canyons
Coordinating Committee. The County will consider adoption of
policies resulting from these reviews and request other agencies
to do likewise, as appropriate.

HANDICAPPED ACCESS/OPPORTUNITIES

The County will consult with community organizations
representing the handicapped as to access needs and concerns of
the handicapped relative to canyon facilities which can
appropriately be addressed by the county in the future.

New publicly accessed facilities in the Canyons will be
barrier free. Salt Lake County should urge other jurisdictions to
make progress in removing barriers in existing facilities.

ROCK CLIMBING

. The County will seek cooperation from private property owners
and the LDS Church in providing access to rock climbing areas at
the mouths of the Canyons and will work with the Forest Service and
the Utah Department of Transportation toward the provision of
parking, sanitation, and trash collection facilities at these
sites.

'“UTTEFEH!EI)!HMDVMHETEEKCHIALJTY’PFKTTECHHCHW

Salt Lake City and the City-County Board of Health have
primary responsibility for maintenance of the watershed and water
quality in the Plan area.

Beyond their existing formal relationships as discussed on
page, 9 and 10, agencies with watershed responsibilities should
cooperate through the Wasatch Canyons Coordinating Committee in an
annual joint review of watershed conditions. Individual entities
should determine and implement measures as warranted in response
to review findings. ' '

Salt Lake County will continue cooperating with other entities
in maintaining excellent water quality of the Canyon streams.
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Salt Lake County will continue cooperating with other entities
in maintaining excellent water quality of the Canyon streams.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO U.S. FOREST SERVICE FOR
IMPLEMENTATION :

Forest Service: cCamping and Picnicking

Rehabilitation of existing sites, elimination of handicapped
barriers, development of limited new canyon sites, and the
imposition of fees for picnic site use and reservations for all
group use.

The County will pursue development of additional alternative
sites outside of the Canyons and a public information program to
notify users of existing or such new sites outside of the Plan
area.

Forest Service: Off-Highway Vehicle Use

A review of Off-nghway Vehicle uses and management practices
in use areas will be an agenda item for the Canyons Coordinating
Committee.

More vigilant County enforcement of Off-Highway Vehicle use
restrictions and better management of such use on private lands is
necessary as is more intensive management of these uses on National
Forest lands.

L i3 . - 1a s
Forest Service: Mountain Biking

e
L

The County recommends to the U.S. Forest Service that it
de51gn a limited number of trails or routes within the Canyons for
off-road mountain bike use. An information program should notify
users of this use on such designated trails. Trail maintenance may
need to be intensified depending on user response. '

RECOMMENDATION TO UTAH DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION FOR IMPLEMENTATION

The Utah Department of Transportation is responsible for
maintenance and use of the highway in Parleys, Big Cottonwood and
Little Cottonwood Canyons. '

Utah Department of Transportation: Jogging and Bicyeling

The County will recommend to the Utah Department of
Transportation and will consider for County Canyon roads the
addition of jogger/bicycle lanes on Canyon highways where feasible
as highway improvements or maintenance permit.
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AMENDMENTS TO THE PLAN

This Plan is based on existing situations and current
information, knowledge, and judgement. It is expected that the
planning process for Salt Lake County will allow this Plan to
evolve through the amendment process as time, conditions, and
perceptions change. '

The Plan is for an area that is subject to change. Some
changes that occur will have been anticipated in the Plan; others
will not. The Plan must be able to evolve to address new issues
and concerns. ‘

The process to change or amend a Master Plan is set forth in
State law and involves studies, notices, hearings and official
action by the County Planning Commission and County Commission.
Specifically, any plan amendment must include a minimum of a four-
week notice of a hearing before the Planning Commission, a hearing
on the proposed amendment, action by the Planning Commission, a
four-week notice and public hearing before the County Commission,
and action by the County Commission. This process should allow all
interested parties ample opportunity to become informed about and
participate in proposed changes to the Salt Lake County Wasatch
Canyons Master Plan.

The preparation of this Plan involved a process that far
exceeded the minimum requirements of the law, and included public
information meetings, ongoing involvement of a citizens advisory
committee, and public comment through meetings and written comment
periods at three stages before the statutorily-directed plan
adoption process began. ‘
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APPENDIX 1.

UTAH STATE CODE
, Chapter 27
Zoning and Planning

Section 17-27-5 General purposes in making master plan.

In the preparation of a county master plan, a county planning
commission shall make careful and comprehensive surveys and studies
of the existing conditions and probable future growth of the
territory within its jurisdiction. The county master plan shall
be made with the general purpose of guiding and accomplishing a co-
ordinated, adjusted, and harmonious development of the county which
will, in accordance with present and future needs and resocurces,
best promote the health, safety, morals, order, convenience,
prosperity, or the general welfare of the inhabitants, as well as
efficiency and economy in the process of development, including,
amongst other things, such distribution of population and of the
uses of land for urbanization, trade, industry, habitation,
recreation, agriculture, arboretum and other purposes, as will tend
to create conditions favorable to health, safety, enerqgy
conservation, transportation, prosperity, civic activities, and
recreational, educational and cultural opportunities; will tend to
reduce the wastes of physical, financial, or human resources which
result from either excessive congestion or excessive scattering of
population; and will tend toward an efficient and economical
utilization, conservation and production of the supply of food and
water, and of drainage, sanitary, and other facilities and
resources.

Section 17-27-6. Method of adopting proposed master plan.

(1) A county planning commission may adopt the proposed county
master plan as a whole by a single resolution, or, as the work
of making the whole master plan progresses, may adopt a part
of it.
(2)The commission may amend, extend, or add to the plan, or
carry any part of it into greater detail.
(3) (a) Before adopting the plan, or any part, amendment,
extension, or addition to it, the commission shall hold
a public hearing on the plan or part, amendment,
extension, or addition to the plan.
(b) The commission shall publish notice of the hearing
once each week for four successive weeks in a newspaper
having general circulation in the county.
(4) (a) The commission shall prepare a resolution that:
(i) adopts the proposed plan, or the proposed part,
amendment, extension, or addition to the plan:; and



(ii) recommends to the county governing body that
the plan, part, amendment, extension, or addition
to the plan be adopted by them.
(b) The resolution shall refer expressly to the plans and
descriptive matter intended by the commission to form the
whole or part of the plan.

(5) (a) The proposed plan, or the proposed part, amendment,
extension, or addition to the pPlan may be approved only
by the affirmative votes of not less than a majority of
the entire membership of the commission.

(b) The action taken shall be recorded on the plan and
descriptive matter by the identifying signature of the
chairman of the commission.

(6) The commission shall make the master plan available for

public inspection in the office of the planning commission at

all reasonable times, but its purposes and effect is to aid
the planning commission in the performance of its duties.

Section 17-27-6.5. County governing body to adopt master plan --
Procedures.

(1) (a) The county governing body may adopt the proposed
master plan recommended by the county planning
commission, or any part, amendment, extension, or
addition to the plan by a majority vote after a public
hearing. ‘ .

(b) A proposed master plan, or any part, amendment,
extension, or addition to the plan is not effective until
approved by the county governing body.

(2) (a) Before adopting the plan, or any part, amendment,
extension, or addition to it, the county governing body
shall hold a public hearing on the plan, or part,
amendment, extension, or addition to the plan.

(b) The county governing body shall give notice of the

time nd place of the hearing by:
‘ (i) publishing notice of the hearing once each week
. for four successive weeks in a newspaper having
general circulation in the county;

(ii) providing written notice to the county planning

commission, the county departments, and the
municipalities in the county.

(3) At the hearing, the county governing body shall hear

testimony and comments from all of the following that wish to

be heard: '
(a) the county planning commission:
(b) any county department;
(c) any municipality in the county;
(d) representatives of the property owners in the county;
and
(e) other interested parties.
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APPENDIX 5.

SUITABILITY ANALYSIS

Suitability analysis was conducted for major Canyon land uses.
Residential/commercial development suitability analysis information
is provided as an example of that effort. Factors were considered
to identify desirable and/or unavailable terrain for future uses.
The following tables delineate factors considered to determine what
lands in the Canyons might be  appropriate for
residential/commercial development and factors used to rate
available terrain as suitable or highly suitable.

, Elements considered in the suitability analysis which are
dependent on objective information based on physical features and
on established planning methods, regulations, ordinance,
established practices or policies, hazards and other components
which are objective rather than subjective are absolute factors.
Descriptive factors in the suitability analysis are subjective in
nature including factors which may enhance or detract from the
viability of a land use but do not absoclutely inhibit it.

RESIDENTIAL/COMMERCIAT, DEVEIQOPMENT SUITABILITY (Example)

Determining areas in the Wasatch Canyons that are suitable
for residential and commercial development involves the analysis
of environmental and institutional considerations. Policy,
ordinances, and professional judgement provide the basis for
specifying the requirements of areas that would qualify as
suitable. In addition to these types of absolute requirements,
other conditions that influence suitability to a lesser degree are
analyzed. The factors affecting the assessment of suitability for
residential and commercial development are discussed below.

Delineation of Factors Effecting Developed
Resjdential/Commercial Development Suitability

ABSOLUTE FACTORS

ENVIRCNMENTATL,

Hydrology: Areas within 100 feet of water features are
generally excluded from consideration, subject
to review by the County on a site-by-site
basis.

Wetlands: Areas within a potential wetland area derived

from soils descriptions are excluded from
consideration.



Slope: Areas of slope greater than 30% are excluded
from consideration.

Natural Hazards: Areas of known avalanche danger are excluded
from consideration for residential/commercial

development. (Support facilities requiring.

low human occupancy may hot be excluded.)

Wildlife Habitat: Critical wildlife habitat and habitat of
threatened, endangered, or candidate species
will not be considered suitable for
Residential/Commercial Development. '

Soils: ' Soil types with slippage constraints will not
be considered suitable.

DEVELOPMENT

Developed Areas: Areas currently allocated to residential,

commercial, or institutional uses will be
excluded from consideration. These include
subdivisions that have been approved for

development regardless of whether the development
has been
completed.
JURISDICTTON

Surface Ownership: Areas with surface ownership other than private
will be generally excluded from the analysis
of Residential and Commercial Development
suitability.

Wilderness Areas: Designated wilderness areas will be excluded
from consideration.

Natural Areas: The Red Butte Research Natural Area will be
excluded from consideration.

Nature Preserves: City Creek Canyon Nature Preserve will be
excluded from consideration.

City Boundaries: Areas within Salt Lake city or Alta Town
jurisdictions will be excluded from
consideration.

DESCRIPTIVE FACTORS

ENVIRONMENTAL

Minimum Area: Areas less than 2.0 acres will be excluded from
mapping for Residential/Commercial Development
suitability due to spatial resolution of the
terrain data.

——




Earthquake Faults: Earthquake faults that have been mapped will
be identified. Any special earthquake study
zZzones occurring within the study areas will
also be identified.

Visual Quality: Vvisual Quality Objectives identified by the
Forest Service will be extended into privately-
owned areas. Recommendations for development
characteristics will be based, in part, on
visual quality considerations and aesthetic
standard recommendations that are being
developed as part of the Plan.

Soils: Cumulative soils constraints affecting
development will be described.

Soil Erosion: Soil loss potential will be calculated using
the Universal Soil Loss Equation and will
influence suitability variably in combination
with inherent soil characteristics and
constraints.

Utilities: " Existing utility locations will be identified
. for purposes of proximity analysis.

Roads:" Existing road locations will be identified for
purposes of proximity analysis.

Commercial: Existing commercial areas will be identified
for purposes of proximity analysis.

JURISDICTTON

Water Serv. Areas: Water Service Areas with established water
surplus will be identified. Water service areas that coincide with
potentially suitable Residential and Commercial Development areas
will be highlighted.

Zoning: The zoning classification for areas delineated
as potentially suitable for Residential and Commercial Development
will be described.

RECREATION

Trailheads: Areas delineated as potentially suitable for
Residential and Commercial Development which
coincide with areas currently used for trail
head access will be identified.



Other Recreation: Areas delineated as potentially suitable for
Residential and Commercial Development which
coincide with areas currently used for other
recreation activities (not including those
described under PRESCRIPTIVE) will be
identified.

Parking Lots: Areas delineated as potentially suitable for
Residential and Commercial development which
coincide with existing parking lots will be
identified.

FACTORS USED TQ_DETERMINE REIATIVE SUITABILITY

The suitability models and resulting7maps were also prdgrammed

to indicate the relative suitability of areas. Factors were
determined to indicate areas which were "highly suitable" and those
which were '"suitable". As an example, the following table

indicates those factors and their map display for residential/
commercial development.. ' :

Residential /Commercial Development Relative Suitability

Data Element Absolute/ Highly Suitable

(by priority) Descriptive. Category

1. Watertable descriptive >30" 0-30"
2. Bedrock - descriptive >20" o-20"
3. shrinkswell descriptive low high
4. Impermiabil. descriptive low high
5. USLE descriptive A/T<1 A/T>1
6. Water service descriptive - surplus, surplus,

>5 connections >5 connections

Overplot on maps:

1. Nordic track

2. Developed camping

3. Developed trailhead

4. Developed picnic area
5. Commercial development
6. Residential development
7. Alpine ski areas

8. Trails




APPENDIX 6.

GLOSBARY

Alpine Skiing: Resort development downhill skiing with lifts and
designated boundaries.

Antidegradation Policy: Statutory regulations applying to the
streams of the Wasatch Canyons prohibiting degradation of water
guality beyond existing levels.

Backcountry Skiing: Downhill and crosscountry skiing outside of
designated ski area boundaries and exclusive of skiing on developed
nordic track or groomed crosscountry ski trails. Most use does not
rely upon ski lifts for access to terrain, however, backcountry
skiing can originate from developed ski areas.

Baseline: As used in Chapter 2, the baseline is a frame of
reference based on historical use levels, projections for future
uses, and carrying capacities of the canyons.

canyons: The seven major drainages of the Wasatch Mountains into
the Salt Lake Valley. They include: City CcCreek, Red Butte,
Emigration, Parleys, Mill Creek, Big Cottonwood, and Little
Cottonwood.

carrvying Capacity: The assimilative ability of physical, cultural,
and environmental systems identified as to the amount of human
activity that can be sustained without exceeding limitations of
that system.

Commercial Development: Multi-family dwelling units, hotels,
restaurants, bars, shops, etc.

Computerized Maps: Maps generated through use of computer software
which allows base map data to be overlain by input of other factors
and data and manipulating such data to provide a graphic depiction
of various characteristics and/or potential surface or use
modifications. :

‘critical wWildlife Habitat: Key land areas used by wildlife for
forage and reproduction. :

Crosscountry Skiings: Ski touring usually on 1level terrain or
gentle slopes and usually not associated with 1lifts or other
mechanized facilities. Activity may take place on trails groomed
for such use.

culinary Water: That portion of the water supply which is suitable
for human consumption as opposed to water for irrigation or
industrial use which may not be potable.




Developed Recreation: Recreation activities that require specific.
facilities and spatial requirements. In general, these uses occur
in proximity to established traffic corridors. These uses include
developed camping, developed picnicking, trailheads,
cultural/historical sites, nordic track skiing, alpine skiing, and
sight-seeing.

Dispersed Recreation: Recreation use that requires few, if any,
improvements and may occur over a wide area. This type of
recreation involves activities that normally occur away from roads,
do not require mechanical equipment, and generally do not occur in
large groups. Activities tend to be day-use oriented and include
hunting, fishing, hiking, rock climbing, cross—-country skiing, ice
climbing, dispersed picnicking, dispersed camping, viewing scenery,
horseback ‘riding (Mill Creek and Emigration only), mountain biking,
~and others,

Established Use: Areas which are characterized by a substantial
history in which a given use has occurred.

BExisting ILots of Record: Parcels in an approved subdivision'
existing prior to current zoning designation; residential lots

which have been platted and are on record with Salt Lake County
for potential use for residential development.

Geographic Information System (GIS): A computerized data base of

geographic information which affords analysis of data registered
to specific geographic locations. A system for the efficient
input, storage, representation, and retrieval of spatially- indexed
data in both map-based and image-based data. GIS is used in
preparation of this plan.

Goal: A concise statement that describes a desired condition to
be achieved under the provisions of a planning scenario.

Helicopter Skiing: Backcountry skiing in remote areas where the
skier access is provided by helicopter. Helicopter skiing
operations and terrain for such use in the Plan Area are permitted
by the U.S. Forest Service. Helicopter skiing permitted use is not
exclusionary and other uses may also occur on the same terrain.

Interconnect: A proposal to connect the Canyon Ski Resorts and
the Park city Ski Area (similar to that studied by the 1986
Governor's Interconnect Task Force) for ski season use with a
chairlift system, new downhill ski terrain, and a specified
corridor. ‘

Minimum_ Stream Plows: The amount of flow determined to be
necessary at a minimum to maintain the integrity of the streambed
and/or fisheries or other characteristics associated with the
stream. Prescribed minimum stream flows usually are eXpressed as
a stipulation in a permit authorizing a dam or water diversion for




the purpose of meeting National Forest System management
objectives.

Mountain Biking: Non-motorized bicycling off of paved roads
usually using bicycles especially designed to withstand rugged use
having larger, sturdier tires and from 15 to 21 gears with a lower
ratio than a street bicycle.

Mountain Development: Aspects of mountain development associated
with downhill ski area construction which require modification to
vegetation and the land surface. This includes, but is not limited
to, roads, chairlift construction, ski run clearing and lodge and
restaurant development on the mountain. It does not include base
area facilities.

Mountain Transportation 8System: A four-season transportation
system connecting the Salt Lake Valley, the Plan Area Ski Resorts
in Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons, Park City, and possibly the
Heber Valley.

Multiple Use: The management of all the various renewable surface
resources so that they are utilized in the combination that will
best meet the needs of the people; making the most judicious use
of the land for some or all of these resources or related services
over areas large enough to provide sufficient latitude for periodic
adjustments in the use to conform to changing needs and conditions;
that some lands will be used for less than all of the resources;
and harmonious and coordinated management of the various resources,
each with the other, without impairment of the productivity of the
land, with consideration being given to the relative values of the
various resources, and not necessarily the combination of uses that
will give the greatest dollar return or the greatest unit output.

Nature Preserve: Use in this document refers to City Creek Canyon
which has been set aside to maintain its natural state to protect
important flora and fauna and is managed as a natural park.

Nordic Track Skiing: Cross-country skiing on a course laid out
with a system of groomed trails.

Objective: A concise, time-specific statement of measurable
planned results that respond to preestablished goals. An objective
forms the basis for further planning to define the precise steps
to be taken and the resources to be used in achieving identified
goals.

Off Highway Vehicle (OHV): Vehicles designed for use off of paved
highways to include heavy duty trucks and pick-ups, four wheel
drives, mountain bikes, some motorcycles and motorbikes, all-
terrain vehicles, snowmobiles, and others.

PAOT: People-At-One-Time. The total number of people that can
occupy a facility or area (a campground, picnic area, or any other
developed recreation site) at a given time.



Permit Area: The area designated to an individual, organization,
or company under a special use permit to use National Forest
Service land for some special purpose (i.e. commercial development,
alpine skiing, helicopter skiing).

Planned Unit Development: a method of integrated design that
allows flexibility in site, building, design and location to
provide for development of compatible land uses arranged in such
a4 way as to provide desirable living environments that may include
private and open spaces for recreation, circulation, and/or
aesthetic uses. Can be used to promote clustered development to
preserve open space and sensitive environments.

Recreation Visitor Day (RVD): One visitor day equals 12 hours (one

person for 12 hours, or 12 people for one hour, or any combination
thereof.)

Research Natural Area: An area in or as near a natural condition
as possible which exemplifies typical or unique vegetation and
associated biotic, geologic and aquatic features. The area is set
aside to preserve a representative sample of an ecological
community primarily for scientific and educational purposes;
commercial and general public use is not allowed.

Residential Development: Single family homes or cabins.

Riparian: Land areas which are directly .influenced by water.
They usually have visible vegetative or physical characteristics
showing this water influence. Stream sides, lake borders, or
.~ marshes are typical of riparian areas.

SAOT: Skiers-At-One-Time. An estimate of the number of people
- who can use a ski area comfortably. It is estimated to be 600
skiers per base facility.

Scenario: A hypothetical future of a projected course of action(s)
related to alternative land-use management strategies.

Site: Refers to the camping or picnic facilities serving cne group
or family unit. ‘

Ski_Resort: A commercial downhill skiing enterprise with lifts
and associated facilities within permitted boundaries, primarily
to provide maintained ski terrain and base facilities for the
paying public.

ki Interconnect: The existing guided, on-ground, ski tours among
the Canyon Ski Resorts and the Park City Ski Area.

Snowplay: Sledding, tobogganing, inner-tubing, and other non-
organized recreation associated with snow. '




Soil Tolerance (A/T): The tolerance of the soil type to slope,
precipitation, wind, and other disturbance, without significant
degradation of that soil type. The amount of erosion that a
specific so0il can withstand and still maintain long-term
productivity. :

Special Use Permit (permit area): A permit issued under

established laws and regulations to an individual, organization,
or company for occupancy or use of lands for some special purposes.

Stream Set—-back: Requirements for structures and developed
facilities to be located a minimum distance from a stream.

Subdivision: Tracts of 1land which have been divided into
individual building lots and are officially approved and recognized
as such. They are not subject to zoning when approved prior to
zone designation.

Suitability: Analysis of factors which may accommodate reasonable
land use and the absence of factors which may preclude that use.
The capability of terrain to accommodate specific land uses based
on the physical and environmental factors which constitute
opportunities and constraints.

TriCanyons: Mill Creek, Big Cottonwood, and Little Cottonwood
Canyons.

Universal Soil lLoss Equation (USLE): An empirical erosion model,

originally designed for agricultural situations that computes long-

term average soil losses from sheet and rill erosion under specific
conditions. Recent research has provided methods so that USLE can
also be used to estimate sheet and rill erosion in mountainous
environments.

Visual OQuality Objective (VQO): A desired level of excellence
based on physical characteristics of an area. Refers to the degree
of acceptable alterations of the characteristic landscape.

Watershed: The entire area that contributes water to a drainage
or streamn.

Wetland: Areas adjacent to water features characterized by
hydrologic soil groups.

Wilderness Area: An area of Federal lands which has retained its
primeval character and has no permanent improvements or human-
habitation and which has been designated by the Congress under the
provisions of the Wilderness Act of 1964 as "wilderness". The
designated area is to be managed and protected in its natural state
without intrusions which may leave any lasting alterations by
mankind.







APPENDIX 7.

MAPS AND REPORTS AVAILABLE FOR REVIEW
AT SALT LAKE COUNTY PLANNING OFFICE

Maps compiled and produced by Utah Automated Geographic Reference
for the Salt Lake County Wasatch Canyons Master Plan. Maps
produced at scale of 1:50,000 (information gathered at 1:24,000).

DATA MAPS:
Winter Recreation Summer Recreation
Jurisdiction/ownership Slope
Natural Hazards (e.g., avalanches) Elevation
Aspect Development Uses
Critical Value Wildlife High Value Wildlife

Habitat Habitat

Precipitation Solils
Soil Constraints So0il Tolerance
Zoning Utilities

SUITABILITY MAPS:
Camping/Picnicking Suitability
Parking Suitability
Developed Nordic Track Suitability
Residential/Commercial Suitability
Developed Alpine Skiing Suitability
Backcountry Skiing Suitability (including helicopter skiing
areas)

SCENARIOS MAPS
Baseline
Scenario
Scenario
Scenario
Scenario

o aOw

REPORTS AND DOCUMENTS

Documents prepared in the Plan process, and available for
review at the Salt Lake County Planning Division include:

Wasatch Canvons Preliminary Plan -~ prepared for public
comment and consideration by the County Planning Commission

prior to preparation of a final Master Plan. Bear West
Consultant Team and Salt Lake County Planning Division,
November 1988.



Scenarios and Policy Options for Salt Iake County Wasatch
Canyons Master Plan -- scenarios and policy options for public
comment, synopsis of data and information used in scenario
development. No preferences were suqggested or recommended.
Bear West Consultant Team and Salt Lake Cqunty Planning, July
1988.

Wasatch Canyon Characteristics, Data, and Analysis --
additional background information on Canyon environmental and
Jurisdictional characteristics, suitability analysis,and
carrying capacity analysis. Bear West Consulting Team,July
1988. :

Analysis of Demand for Recreation Uses in the Wasatch Front

Canyons ~- a statistical review of current recreational use
in the Canyons, and projections of future Canyons recreational
use levels with an explanation of the methodology for arriving
at those projections. Brad Barber, Natalie Gochnour and
Scanlon Romer, Data Resources Section, Utah Office of Planning
and Budget, July 1988,

Salt Take County Canvons Master Plan 'Analvgis of

Transportation. Facilities for the Cottonwood Canvons --

additional information and analysis of transportation issues
in the Canyons. Horrocks/Carollo Engineers, February 1983.

Public Comments on Scenarios and Policy Options for Salt Iake
County Wasatch Canyons Master Plan -- tabulations of public
comments as indicated on "response forms" and a synopsis of
oral and written comments received on the July 1988 document.
Utah Office of Planning and Budget, Salt Lake County Planning
Division, and Bear West, November 1988.
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APPENDIX 8.

Chapter 19.72

HILLSIDE PROTECTION ZONE

Sections:

19.72.010 Purpose of provisions.

19.72.020  Overlay zone—Scope—
Conflict resolution.

19.72.030  Applicability of provisions—
Maps.

19.72.040  Slope and lot size
specifications.

19.72.050  Building site requirements.

19.72.060  Plans and reports required.

19.72.070  Soils report.

19.72.080 Geology report.

19.72.090  Gradiog and drainage plan—
Contents. :

19.72.100  Vegetation plan.

19.72.110  Other reports and plans.

19.72.120  Vegetation preservation
requirements.
Grading and drainage plan—

19.72.130
* Review and approval.:
19.72.140 “ Access to other properties.

19.72.150 * Development proposal

" processing.
19.72.160  Lots of record.
19.72.170  Bonds for improvements.

19.72.010 Purpose of provisions.

A. The purpose of the hillside protection zone
is to promote health, safety and the general pub-
lic welfare of the residents of the county, by
establishing standards for development of cer-
tain hillsides located in the unincorporated areas
of the county to minimize soil and slope
instability, erosion, downstream siltation, and to
preserve the character of the hillsides.

B. The provisions herein are designed to
accomplish the following:

l. Encourage the location, design and devel-
opment of building sites to provide maximum

19.72.010

safety and human enjoyment while adapting the
development to the natural terrain; '

2. Provide for safe circulation of vehicular
and pedestrian traffic to public and private areas
and minimize the scarring and erosion effects of
cutting, filling and grading related to hillside
street construction;

3. Prohibit activities and uses which would
result in degradation of fragile soils and steep
slopes;

4. Encourage preservation of open space by
encouraging clustering or other design tech-
niques to preserve the natural terrain;

5. Minimize flooding by protecting streams,
drainage channels, absorption areas and
floodplains from substantial alteration of the
natural functions. ((Part) of Ord. passed 9/25/80:
prior code § 22-35-1) '

19.72.020 Overlay zone—Scope—Conilict
resolution. '

The hillside protection zone shall be an over-
lay zone of the zoning classifications set out in
Section 19.06.010 of this title. In case of conflict
between the provisions of the existing zoning
classification, building code, subdivision ordi-
nance and or health ordinance and the overlay
zone, the most restrictive provision shall apply.
{(Part) of Ord. passed 9/25/80: prior code §

©22-35-2)

19.72.030 Applicability of provisions—
Maps.

The maps showing those foothill areas which
are included in the hillside protection zone are
attached to the ordinance codified in this chapter -
and are on file with the county planning commuis-
sion. Such maps are a part of this title as if fully
described and detailed herein. ((Part) of Ord.
passed 9/25/80: prior code § 22-35-3)

19.72.040 Slope and lot size specifications.

In keeping with the purposes set forth in Sec-
tion 19.72.010, and after excluding all property

(Salt Lake County 7-38)



19.72.040

having a slope -greater than thirty percent, lots
within the hillside protection zone shall comply
with the following schedule:

Maximum Residential

Laots Per Acre
Minirmum Lat Size in a Planged Unit
Residenrial Lots Development (Unless
Average (Unless existing zone existing zone requires
Slape requires larger lots) a smailer maximum)
0-20% See existing zane See existing zone
20-25% [5.000 square fest 2.9
25 - 30% ‘A Acre 2
Over 3J0%  Development not
permirted

Average slope is determined by the following

00229 X I x L

§ - ry

S = Average slope in percent. .00229 — a conversion factor. {
= the contour interval (or vertical distance between adjacent
contour lines of the map, in feet). The contour interval may not
exceed 10 fext. L = the total length in faet of ail the contour lines
within the subject parcei, excluding areas of slope greater than
30%,and A = the area in acres of'the subject parcel, excluding the
areas of stope greater than J0%. Average siope shail be determined
on an individual lac basis and/or by areas of generally uniform
slope which have a maximum size of five acres,

Roads and other vehicular routes shall not
cross property having a slope greater than thirty
percent uniess, afterreview by the planning com-
mission, it is determined that:

A. Appropriate engineering measures can be
taken to minimize the impact of the cuts and fills,
consistent with the purpose of this chapter; and

B. Theenvironment and aesthetics of the area
will not be significantly affected. (Ord. 966 § 3,
1986: (part) of Ord. passed 9/25/80: prior code §
23-35-4)

19.72.050 Building site requirements,

A. Each lot or parcel of land shall contain a
primary building site appropriate to accommo-
date the primary residential structure, which
building site sha!l be outlined on the subdivision
plat.

B. Grading of the lot or parcel which is related
to creation of the primary building site or con-
struction of the structure shall not extend more

(Salt Lake County 7-38)

than thirty feet, horizontally, in front, to the rear
or to the side of the proposed structure unless a
greater distance is approved by the planning
commission upon a showing by the developer
that a greater distance will not be contrary to the
purposes of this chapter.

C. The primary building site shail have a nat-
urzl or manmade siope of twenty percent or less.

D. Building sites for accessory buildings or
structures such as tennis courts, swirmming
pools, outbuildings, erc., shail be approved by the
planning commission.

E. The driveway(s) to the building site shall
have a maximum slope of fifteen percent and
shall have direct access 10 a public street or pri-
vate right-of-way approved by the planning com-
mussion. (Ord. 966 § 4, 1986: (part) of Ord. passed
9/25/80: prior code § 22-35-5)

19.72.060 Plans and reports required.

The planning commission shall require the
following reports and plans to be provided by the
applicant. Unless the applicant is notified of defi-
ciencies in such reports and plans within thirty
days of their submission to the planning commis-
sion, the reports and plans shall be deemed ade-
quate for the planning commission to complete
the processing of the application. The planning
commission may waive any reports and plans it
determines are not necessary to determine
whether the development mesets the require-
ments of this chapter. ((Part) of Ord. passed
9/25/80: prior code § 22-35-6(part)) '

19.72.070  Soils repaort.

The soil report shall be prepared by a qualified
soils engineer, and must contain at least the fol-
lowing information:

A. A slope analysis;

B. An estimate of the normal highest eleva-

' tion of the seasonal high-water table;

C. The location and size of swamps, springs

and seeps, which shall be shown on the site plan,

and the reasons for the occurrence of these
underground water sources. An analysis of the
vegetative cover or other surface information

* may be used to show the presence of under-

ground water;




D. A unified soil classification for-the major
horizons or layers of soil profile, or of the zone of
the footing foundation:

E. Appropriate accepted soils engmeenng
tests to determine bearing capacity, settlement
potential, and shrink/swell potentiai of the site
soils;

F. Potential frostaction. based on the depth o
the water table and the Unified Soils Classifica-
tion:

G. An analysis of the soil suitabilities. con-
straints and proposed methods of mitigating
such constraints in implementing the proposed
development plan:

H. A written statement by the person or firm
preparing the soils report. identifying the means
proposed to minimize hazard to life. property,
adverse effects on the safety. use or stability of a
public right-of-way or drainage channel. and
adverse impact on the natural environment.
{{Part) of Ord. passed 9/25/80: prior code §
22-35-6(1))

19.72.080- Geology report.

A. A geology report shall be prepared by a
person or firm qualified by training and expen-
ence to have expert knowledge of the subject. A
geologic map shall accompany the report. Map-
ping should reflect careful attention to the rock
composition, structural elements, and surface
and subsurface distribution of the earth materials
exposed or inferred within both bedrock and
surficial deposits. A clear distinction should be
made between observed and inferred features
and/or relationships.

B. The report shall contain at least the foilow-
ing information:

1. Location and size of subject area and its
general setting with respect to major geographic
and geologic features;

2. Identification (including author and date)
of the geologic mapping upon which the reportis
based;

3. Topography and drainage in the subject
area;

19.72.070

4, Abundance, distribution and general
nature of exposures of earth materials within the
area:

S. Nature and source of avallable subsurface
information;

6. Estimated depth to bedrock:

7. Bedrock: igneous, sedimentary. meta-
morphic types;

8. Structural features, including but not lim-
ited to stratification. stability, folds. zones of con-
tortion or crushing, joints, fractures. shear zones.
faults. and any other geological limitations:

9. Conclusions and recommendations
regarding the effect of geologic conditions on the
proposed development. and recommendations
covering the adequacy of sites to be developed:

10. A written statement by the person or firm
preparing the geology report identifying the
means proposed to minimize hazard to life or
property, adverse effects on the safety. use or
stability of a public right-of-way or drainage
channe!, and adverse impact on the natural
environment. ((Part) of Ord. passed 9/25/80:
prior code § 22-35-8(2))

19.72.090 Grading and drainage plan—
Contents.

A. A grading and drainage plan shall be pre-
pared by a professional engineer registered in the
state. The plan must be sufficient to determine
the erosion-control measures necessary to pre-
vent soil loss during construction and after
project compietion.

B. The plan shall include, at least. the follow-
ing information:

. A map of the entire site. showing existing
details and contours of the property and pro-
posed contour modifications. using a minimum
of ten-foot contour intervals at a scale of one inch
equalis one hundred feet;

2. Map(s) of area(s) to be graded. showing
existing details and contours at five-foot intervals
where terrain will not be modified. and proposed



19.72.090

detatils and contours of two-foot intervals where
terrain modification is proposed. using a scale of
one inch equals twenty feet:

3. An investigation of the effects of high-
intensity rainstorm (one-hundred-year occur-
rence according to U.S. Department of Com-
merce Weather Bureau Frequency Curves),
evaluating how the proposed drainage system
will handle the predicted flows, including effects
of drainage areas outside the development which
drain through the subject area and the antici-
pated tlow of the drainage leaving the develop-
ment:

4. The history. including frequency and dura-

tion. of prior flooding;
5. The location of any existing buildings or
structures on the development, and any existing
buildings or structures on land of adjacent
owners which are within one hundred feet of the
property. or which are on the land of adjacent
"owners and may be affected by the proposed
development:

6. The direction of proposed drainage flow
and the approximate grade of all streets (not to be
cansirued as a requirement for the final street
design): .

7. Proposed plans and locations of all surface
and subsurface drainage devices, walls, dams,
sediment basins, storage reservoirs, and other
protective devices to be constructed with or as
part of the proposed work, together with a map
showing drainage areas and the proposed
drainage newwork, including outfall lines and
natural drainageways which may be affected by
the proposed project. Include the estimated
runoff of the areas served by the drainage plan;

8. A description of the method to be used on
obtaining fill for use on the site and the site of
acquisition of such fill;

9. A description of methods to be employed
in disposing of soil and other material which is
removed from the site, including the location of
the disposal site: ‘

10. A plan showing tempbrary erosion-con-
trol measures to prevent erosion during the
gourse of construction:

1. Ascheduleshowingwhen eachstageofthe
project will be completed. inciuding the total
area of soil surface which is to be disturbed dur-
ing each stage and an estimate of starting and
completion dates. The schedule shall be drawn ta
limit to the shortest possible period the time that
soil is exposed and unprotected. [n no eventshail
the existing natural vegetation or ground cover
be destroved. removed or disturbed more than
fifteen days prior to commencing grading for
development as scheduled: :

12. A written statement by the person or firm
preparing the grading and drainage plan. identi-
fving any grading and drainage problems of the
developmentand further stating an opinionas to
the ability of the proposed plan to mitigdte or
eliminate such problems in a manner as to pre-
vent hazard to life, hazard to property. adverse
effects on the safety, use or stability of a public
way or drainage channel. and adverse impact on
the natural environment. ((Part) of Ord. passed
9/25/30: prior code § 22-35-6(3))

19.72.100 Vegetation plan.

The vegetation plan and report shall be pre-
pared by a person or firm qualified by training
and experience to have expert knowledge of the
subject, and shall include at least the following:

A. A survey of existing trees, large shrubsand -
ground covers:

B. A planof the proposed revegetation of the

site, detailing existing vegetation to be preserved.

new vegetation to be planted, and any modifica-
tions to existing vegetation:

C. A pian for the preservation of existing veg-
etation during construction activity:

D. A vegetation maintenance program.
including initial and continuing mainténance
necessary:




E. A written statement by the person or firm
preparing the vegetation pian and report, identi-
fying any vegetation problems, and further stat-
ing an opinion as to the ability of the proposed
plan to mitigate or eliminate such problems in a
manner as to prevent hazard to life or property,
adverse effects on the safety, use or stability of a
public way or drainage channel, and adverse
impact on the natural environment. ((Part) of
Ord. passed 9/25/80: prior code § 22-35-6(4))

19.72.110 Other reports and plans.

Other reports and plans shall be prepared as
deemed necessary by the planning commission.
((Part) of Ord. passed 9/25/80: prior code §
22-35-6(5))

.19.72.120 Vegetation preservation ‘

requirements. .

Vegetation shall be removed only when abso-
lutely necessary, Le., for buildings, filled areas,
roads, and firebreaks. Every effort shall be made
to conserve topsoil which is removed during con-
struction for later use on areas requiring vegeta-
tion or landscaping, i.e., cut-and-fill slopes.
Vegetation sufficient to stabilize the soil shall be
established on all disturbed areas, including lots
which may be subject to future grading, as each
stage of grading is completed. Areas not con-
tained within lot boundaries shall be protected
with adapted fire-resistant species of perenniai
vegetative cover after all construction is com-
pleted. The new vegetation shall be equivalent to
or exceed the amount and erosion-control char-
acteristics of the original vegetation cover.

B. The property owner and contractor shall
be fully responsible for any destruction of native
vegetation proposed for retention under the
approved vegetation plan, and shail be responsi-

" ble for the replacement of destroyed vegetation,

including vegeratuion destroyed by employees
and subcontractors. {((Part) of Ord. passed
9/25/80: prior code § 22-35-7)

19.72.100

19.72.130 Grading and drainage plan—
Review and approval.

A. The drainage and grading plans shall be
approved by the development services division
prior to final approval by the planning commis-
sion. Approvals by said divisions shall be based
upon official standards and ordinances admin-
istered by the individual divisions.

B. It is unlawful to excavate or grade any area
within the hillside protection zone prior to final
approval of the grading and excavation pian by
the planning commission. ((Part) of Qrd. passed
9/25/80: prior code § 22-35-8)

19.72.140 Access to other properties.

Safe, convenient and adequate access,
approved by the planning commission, shall be
provided to adjacent private and public lands for
vehicles, pedestrians and essential service and
maintenance equipment. ((Part) of Ord. passed
9/25/80: prior code § 22-35-9)

19.72.150 Development proposal processing.

A. Development proposals in the tullside pro-
tection zone shall be processed in a timely
manner under established conditional use or
subdivision procedures.

B. [n order to fulfill the purpose of the hillside
protection zone, described in Section 19.72.010,
the planning commission shall determine
whether the proposed development meets the
requirements of this chapter, based on the
required reports and other data available to it.
The planning commission shail, when it deems
necessarv, request recommendations from other
agencies such as the board of heaith, Utah State
Forestrv. U.S. Forest Service, and the U.S. Soil
Conservation Service.

C. Any area which is determuned to contain
natural hazards to life, limb or property, includ-
ing but not limited to soil hazards. geologic haz-
ards or hvdrologic hazards, shail not be approved
for development unless the applicant demon-
strates that such identified hazards or imitations

{Salt Lake County [0-8T)



19.72.150

can be overcome in such a manner as to rini-
mize hazard to life, limb or proparty; adverse
effects on the saftey, use or stability of a public
way or drainage channel; and other adverse
impacts on the natural environment.

D. The planning commission may set
requirements it determines are necessary to over-
come any natural hazards and to ensure that the
purposes of this chapter are met. These require-
ments may include, but not be limited to, a
revegetation program, a time schedulie for com-
pletion of the development, flood-control and
erosion-control improvements, location of
structures, and phasing of development. ({Part)
of Ord. passed 9/25/80: prior code § 22-35-10)

19.72.160 Lots of record.

The planning commission may waive any
requirements of this chapter for lots of record,
lots and plans of subdivisions which were
approved by the planning commission prior to
the enactment of the ordinance from which this
section derives, if such waiver would not be inju-
rious to heaith, safety and the general public
welfare of the inhabitants of the county and is
consistent with the purpose of this chapter, (Ord.
966 § 5, 1986: (part) of Ord. passed 9/25/80: prior
code § 22-35-11)

19.72.170 Bonds for improvements.

Bonds for improvements required under this
chapter shall be subject to the provisions of the
Salt Lake County subdivision ordinance set out
at Title 18 of this code, and Section 19.02.110 of
this title. ((Part) of Ord. passed 9/25/80: prior
code § 22-35-12)

(Sal Lake County 10-837)




19.12.010

Chapter 19.12

FR-0.5, FR-1, FR-2.5, FR-5, FR-10, FR-20,
FR-50 AND FR-100 FORESTRY AND

RECREATION ZONES
Sections:

19.12.010  Purpose of provisions.
19.12.020  Permitted uses.
19.12.030  Conditional uses.
19.12.040 Lot area, width and slope.
19.12.050  Yard requirements.
19.12.060  Building height.
19.12.070 Maximum coverage.
19.12.080  Natural hazards.
19.12.090  Board of health approval.
19.12.100  Grading.
19.12.110  Natural vegetation.
19.12.120  Utilites.
19.12.130  Building materials.
19.12.140  Off-street parking.
19.12.150  Site plan approval. -
19.12.160  Lots of record.

19.12.010 Purpose of provisions.

The purpose of the the forestry and recreation
zones is to permit the development of the canyon
areas of the county for forestry, recreation and
other uses, as set forth in and limited by Sections

19.12.020 and 19.12.030 of this chapter, to the

extent such development is compatible with the

- protection of the natural and scenic resources of

these areas for the continued benefit of future
generations. (Prior code § 22-9A-1)

19.12.020 Permitted uses.

All permitted uses in the the forestry and rec-
reation zones are subject to Sections 19.12.070
and 19.12.090 through 19.12.150 of this chapter,
and include:

A. Accessory uses and structures customarily
incidental to a permitted use;

B. Agriculture, as defined in Section
19.04.020;

C. Household pets, as long as the area pro-

{Sait Lake County 7-38)
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posed for animals is not in a watershed area, as
determined by the city-county board of health;

D. Single-family dwellings. (Ord. passed
1/13/82; prior code § 22-9A-2)

19.12.030 Conditional uses.

All conditional uses in the forestry and recrea-
tion zones are subject to Sections 19.12.070 and
19.12.090 through 19.12.150 of this chapter,
except that the regulations of said sections may
be modified by the planning commission as they
relate to mineral extraction and processing, and
public uses, and include:

A. Accessory uses and structures customarily
incidental to a conditional use;

B. Commercial and private recreation;

C. Day care/preschool center, subject to Sec-
tion 19.76.260;

D. Dwelling group;

E. Horses, and animals and fowl for family
food production, as described in Section
19.04.235 of this title, provided that:

1. The area proposed for animals is not a
watershed area, as determined by the city-county
board of heaith,

2. The use will not create unreasonable on-
site erosion, downstream siltation, bac-
teriological or biological pollution in subsurface
or surface waters, destruction of vegetation, air
pollution, including dust and odors or other det-
rimental environmental effects. In determining
the environmental effects of the use, the plan-
ning commission shall seek and consider recom-
mendations from the city-county board of health
and other concerned agencies, and may require
the applicant to submit scientific studies includ-
ing analysis of slope, soils, vegetative cover, avail-
ability of water, and other elements necessary to
establish environmental effects of the proposed
use,

3. The planning commission may limit the
number of animals and fowl, or limit the amount
of ground to be devoted to such use, or make
other conditions to ensure environmental pro-
tection,



4. After the use is established, if the planning
commission determines, based on findings of
facts, that unreasonable environmental degrada-
tion is occurring, the planning commission may,
after notification to the applicant and hearing,
establish additional conditions or order the use
1o be abatéd;

 F. Living quarters for persons employed on
the premises of any main use;

G. Logging and lumber processing;

H. Mineral extraction and processing;

I. Offices incidental to main use;

J. Planned unit development;

K. Public and quasi-public use;

L. Temporary structures. (Prior code §
22-9A-3)

19.12.040 Lot area, width and slope.
A. Lotarea and lot width requirements in the
forestry and recreation zones are as follows:

District - Mirimum Lot Area Minimum Lot Width
FR-0.5 1/2 acre 100 feet
FR-1 { acre 200 feet
FR-1.5 2-1/2 acres 250 feet
FR-5 5 acres 300 feet
FR-10 10 acres 300 feet
FR-20 20 acres 300 feet
FR-50 50 acres 300 feet
FR-100 10Q acres 300 feet

B. .In all FR zones, construction is not perrmit-
ted where the slope exceeds thirty percent. Roads
and other vehicular routes shall not cross prop-
erty having a slope greater than thirty percent
uniess, after review by the planning commission,
it is determined that:

. Appropriate engineering measures can be
taken to minimize the impact of the cuts and fills,
consistent with the purpose of this chapter, and

2. Theenvironment and aesthetics of the area
will not be significantly affected. (Ord. 1013 § 4,
1987; Ord. 966 § 1, 1986: prior code § 22-9A-4)

19.12.030

19.12.050 Yard requirements.

Because of the unique nature of the topogra-
phy and climatic conditions of the canyon areas
in the forestry and recreation zones, the side, rear
and front yard requirements will be determined
on an individual basis by the planning commis-
sion for conditional uses and by the development
services division director for single-family dwell-
ings. (Ord. 982 § &, 1986: prior code § 22-9A-5)

19.12.060 Building height.

In the forestry and recreation zones, nosingle-
family dwellings shail be -erected to a height
greater than two and one-half stores or thirty-
five feet, nor less than one story. (Prior code §
22-9A-6)

19.12.070 Maximum coverage.
The maximum coverage for the aggregate of

.all buildings, paved surfaces and graded areas in

the forestry and recreation zones shall be limited
by the following schedule:

Zone Maximum Coverage
FR-0.5 25%
FR-1 25%
FR-2.5 _ 15%
FR-5 10%
FR-10 5%
FR-20 ‘ 5%
FR-50 2%
FR-100 1%

(Ord. 1013 § 5, 1987: prior code § 22-9A-7)

19.12.080 Natural hazards.
Comnstruction of permanent structures is not
permitted in areas of the forestry and recreation

- zomes subject to hazards such as floods, land-

slides and avalanches. (Prior code § 22-94-8(1))

19.12.090 Board of health approval.

Prior to issuance of a conditional use permit or
site plan approval for ail uses in the forestry and
recreation zones, regardless of size or number of

(Saix Lake County 9-88)




19.12.090

units, the applicant shall receive the written
approval of the city-county board of health cer-
tifying that all heaith requirements have been
satisfied and that the proposed construction wiil
not damage the natural watershed. In addition,
developments of more than nine lots or more
than nine units shall receive the written approval
of the State Division of Health, certifying the
culinary water system and the sewerage system.
All approvals shall be in accordance with the
regulations of the State Division of Health relat-
ing to culinary water supply and wastewater dis-
posal. (Prior code § 22-9A-8(2))

19.12.100 Grading.

To eliminate the possibility of erosion and
unsightly scars on the mountain slopes, cut-and-
fill in the forestry and recreation zones shail be
controlled by standards adopted by the planning
commission which are based on slope and grade
analysis for construction of access roads, private
rights-of-way, and building sites. All cut-and-fill
surfaces shail be replanted and maintained to
negate the possibility of erosion and scarring.
(Prior code § 22-9A-8(4))

19.12.110 Natural vegetation.

In the forestry and recreation zones, vegeta-
tion shall not be removed uniess the site plan and
the plan for vegetation clearing is approved by
the planning commission for conditional uses or
the development services division director for
permitted uses, subject to all the provisions of
this chapter. (Ord. 982 § 9, 1986: prior code §
22-9A-8(5))

©19.12.120  Utilities.

In the forestry and recreation zones, all util-

ities shall be placed underground. (Prior code §.

22-9A-8(N)
19.12.130 Building materials.

Buildings in the forestry and recreation zones
shall be designed to preserve the natural beauty

(Salt Lake County 9-88)

of the canyon areas. Only those building mate-
rals which will blend harmoniously into the nat-
ural environment shall be permitted. The use of
wood and stone and other harmonious materials
is encouraged, and the use of bland, unpainted
concrete blocks and unpainted metal is prohib-
ited on exterior surfaces. (Prior code §
22-9A-8(3))

19.12.140 Off-street parking.

For conditional uses in the forestry and recrea-
tion zones, the planning commission shall
determine the number of parking spaces
required. For permitted uses, the planning divi-
sion director shall determine the number of
parking spaces required. However, the mini-
mum requirements of Chapter 19.80 shall be
provided, except that the planning commission
may modify the requirements of Sections
19.80.060 through 19.80.120. Covered parking is
encouraged. (Ord. 1022 § 2, 1988: Ord. 982 § 10,
1986: prior code § 22-9A-8(6))

19.12.150 Site plan approval.

In order to deterrnine compliance with this
title and to promote orderly and harmonious
development of canyon areas, site plans for sin-
gle-family dwellings in the forestry and recrea-
tion zones shall be approved by the development
services division director prior to issuance of any
building permits. Applications for site plan
approval shall be accompanied by a site plan and
elevations showing the relationship of the con-
struction to the natural grade and finished grade.
Drawings shalll show proposed signs, landscap-
ing, exterior material, color schedules, and all
other information necessary to enabie the devel-
oprient services division director to. make the
findings set forth in this chapter. Applications
may be approved as submitted, approved subject
to conditions, or disapproved. Actions of the
development services division director shall be
subject to appeal to the planning commission.
(Ord. 982 § 11, 1986: prior code § 22-9A-9)



19.12.160 Lots of record.

The planning commission for conditional
uses and the development services director for
permitted uses may waive the slope require-
ments of this chapter for lots of record in forestry
and recreation zones, lots and plans of subdivi-
sions which were approved by the planning com-
mission prior to the enactment of the ordinance
from which this section derves if such waiver
would not be injurious to health, safety and the
general pubiic welfare of the inhabitants of Salt
Lake County and is consistent with the purpose
of this chapter. (Ord. 966 § 6, 1986: prior code §
22-9A-10) ,

15.12.160

{Sadt Lake County 9-88)




APPENDIX 10. 19.10.010

Chapter 19.10

FM-10 AND FM-20 FORESTRY
MULTIFAMILY ZONES

Sections:
19.10.010  Purpose of provisious.
19.10.020  Permitted uses.
19.10.030  Conditional uses.
19.10.040 Lot area, width and slope.
19.10.050  Yard requirements.
19.10.060  Building height.
19.10.070  Density of development.
19.10.080 Maximum coverage.
19.10.090  Natural hazards.
19.10.100  Board of health approval.
19.10.110  Grading.
19.10.120  Natural vegetation.
19.10.130  Utilities.
19.10.140  Building materials. -
19.10.150  Off-street parking.
19.10.160  Site pian approval.
19.10.170  Lots of record.

19.10.010 Purpose of provisions.

The purpose of the FM-10 and FM-20 zones is
to permit development of certain areas in the
canyons of the county for high-density residen-
tial, limited commercial and other uses, as set
forth in and limited by Sections 19.10.020 and
15.10.030 of this chapter, to the extent that such
development is compatible with the protection
of the natural and scenic resources of these areas
for the continued benefit of future generations.
(Prior code § 22-9B-1)

19.10.020 Permitted uses.

All permitted uses in the FM-10 and FM-20
zones are subject to Sections 19.10.040 through
19.10.160 of this chapter and include:

A, Accessory uses and structures customarily
incidental to permitted use;

B. Agriculture, as defined in Section
19.04.020;

C. Single-family dwellings. (§ I(part) of Ord.
passed 2/1/84; prior code § 22-9B-2)

19.10.030 Conditional uses.

All conditional uses in the FM-10 and FM-20
zones are subject to Sections 19.10.040 through
19.10.160 of this chapter, and include:

— Accessory uses and structures customarily
incidental to a conditional use;

— Apartments, boardinghouse; lodging-
house, hotel; motel; resort hotel;

— Class B beer outlet; package agency; state
store; .

— Class C beer outlet;

— Commercial and private recreation;

— Day care/preschool center, subject to Sec-
tion 19.76.260;

— Dwelling group;

— Living quarters for persons empioyed on
the premises of any main use;

— Office incidental to main use;

— Planned unit development;

—- Private and nonprofit locker club;

— Public and quasi-public uses;

— Restaurant, boutique, gift shop, and other
limited commercial uses determined by the pian-
ning commission to be of the same characer as
these listed and serving the needs of the visitor
and residents of the canyons;

— Restaurant liquor license;

— Temporary structures;

— Two-family dwelling; three-family dwell-
ing; four-family dwelling; multiple-family dwell-
ing. (Ord. 1008 § 3(part), 1987; prior code §
22-9B-3)

19.10.040 Lot area, width and slope.

The minimum lot area in the FM-10 and
FM-20 zones shall be one-half acre. The mini-
mum width of any lot shall be one hundred feet.
Coastruction is not permitted where the slope
exceeds thirty percent. Roads and other vehic-
ular routes shall not cross property having a slope
greater than thirty percent unless, after review by
the planning commission, it is determined that:
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A. Appropriate engineering measures can be

taken to minimize the impact of the cutsand fills,
consistent with the purpose of this chapter; and

B. Theenvironment and aesthetics of the_: area
will not be significantly affected. (Ord. 966 § 2,
1986: prior code § 22-9B-4)

19.10.050 Yard requirements.

Because of the unique nature of the topogra-
phy and climatic conditions of the canyon areas,
the side, rear and front yard requirements in the
FM-10 and FM-20 zones will be determined on
an individual basis by the planning commission
for conditional uses and by the development
services division director for single-family dwell-
ings. (Ord. 982 § 12, 1986: prior code § 22-9B-3)

19.10.060 Building height.

A. The unique nature of the topography, veg-
etation, soils, climatic and aesthetic
characteristics of the canyons defy uniform reg-
ulations and require that the heights of structures
in the FM-10 and FM-20 zones be determined on
an individual basis. Maximum and minimum

heights of all conditional uses shall be deter-

mined by the planning commission, based on a
careful analysis of the following:

. Natural setting;

2. Relationship to other structures and open
spaces; |

3. Contour intervals and topographic fea-
. tures;

4. Height, density and type of vegetation;

5. Scemnic vistas;

6. Other elements deemed appropriate to
ensure that the provisions of Section 19.10.010
are met. b -

B. The maximum height for single-family
dwellings shall be two and one-half stories or
thirty-five feet. Single-family dwellings shall not
be less than one story. (Prior code § 22-9B-6)

19.10.070 Deasity of deveiopment.

A. In the FM-10 and FM-20 zones, the max-
imum density for residential dwelling units,
except single-family dwellings, shall be as fol-

lows:

19.10.040

Maximum Density

Zone
EM-10  10dwelling units or 20 guestrooms per
net developabie acre;
FM-20 20 dwelling units or 40 guestrooms per

net developable acre.

B. Where net developable acreage is defined
as ground with all of the following:

1. Slope less than thirty percent;

2. Sotls of a suitable depth and type based on
soil expioration and percolation tests in accord-
ance with the regulations of the State Division of
Health to ensure against detriment to surface
water and groundwater quality;

3. Minimum distance from any stream or
creek of fifty feet:

4. Free from any natural hazards such as
flood, avalanche, landslide, high water table, etc.
(Prior code § 22-9B-7) '

19.10.080 Maximum coverage.

The maximum coverage for the aggregate of
all building, paved surfaces and graded areas in
the FM-10 and FM-20 zones shall be twenty-five
percent of the site area. (Prior code § 22-9B-8)

19.10.090 Naturai hazards.

Construction of permanent structures in
FM-10 and FM-20 zones is not permitted in
areas subject 1o hazards such as floods, landsiides
and avalanches. (Prior code § 22-9B-9(1))

19.10.100 Board of health approval.

Prior to issuance of a conditional use permit or
site plan approval for all uses in an FM-10 and
FM-20 zone, regardless of size or number of
units, the applicant shall receive the writien

" approval of the city-county board of health cer-

tifying that all health requirements have been
satisfied and thar the proposed constructon will
not damage the natural watershed. In additon,
developments of more than nine lots or more
than nine tnits shall receive the written approval
of the State Division of Health cerifying the
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19.10.100

culinary water system and the sewerage system.
All approvals shall be in accordance with the
regulations of the State Division of Heaith relat-
ing to culinary water suppiy and wastewater dis-
posal. (Prior code § 22-9B-9(2))

19.10.110 Grading.

To eliminate the possiblity of erosion and
unsightly scars on the mountain siopes, cut-and-
fill in the FM-10 and FM-20 zones shall be con-
trolled by standards adopted by the planning
commission which are based on slope and grade
analysis, for construction of access roads, private
rightsof-way, and building sites. All cut-and-{ill
surfaces shall be replanted and maintained to
negate the possibility of erosion and scarming.
(Prior code § 22-9B-9(4))

19.10.120 Natural vegetation.

Natural vegetation shall not be removed in the
FM-10 and FM-20 zones uniess the site plan and
the plan for vegetation clearing are approved by
the planning commission for conditional uses, or
the development services division director for
permitted uses, subject to all the provisions of
this chapter. (Ord. 982 § 13, 1986: prior code §
22-9B-%(5)

19.10.130 Utilities.

All utilities in FM-10 and FM-20 zones shall
be placed underground. (Prior code §
22-9B-9(7))

19.10.140 Building materiais.

Buildings in FM-10 and FM-20 zones shall be
designed to preserve the natural beaury of the
canyon areas. Only those building matenals
which will blend harmoniously into the natural
environment shall be permitted. The use of
wood, stone and other harmonious materials is
encouraged and the use of bland, unpainted con-
crete blocks and unpainted metal is prohibited
on exterior surfaces. (Prior code § 22-9B-9(3))

(Salt Lake County !0-87)

19.10.150 Off-street parking.

For conditional uses in FM-10 and FM-20
zones, the planning commission shail determine
the number of parking spaces required. For per-
mitted uses, the planning division director shall
determine the number of parking spaces
required. However, the minimum requirements
of Chatper 19.80 of this title shall be provided,
except that for hotels and resort hotels one-haif
parking space shall be provided for each
guestroom. [he planning commission may
modify the requirements of Sections 19.80.060
through 19.80.120. (Ord. 982 § 14, 1986: prior
code § 22-9B-9(6))

19.10.160 Site pian approval.

In order to determine compliance with this
tile and to promote orderly and harmonious
development of canyon areas, site plans for sin-
gle-family dweilings in FM-10 and FM-20 zones
shall be approved by the development services
division director prior to issuance of any building
permits. Applications for site pian approval shall
be accompanied by a site plan and efevations
showing the reladonship of the construction to
the natural grade and fnish grade. Drawings
shall show proposed signs, landscaping, exterior
material, color schedules and ail other informa-
1ion necessary to enabie the development serv-
ices division director to make the findings set
forth in this chapter. Applications may be
approved as submitted, approved subject to con-
ditions, or disapproved. Actions of the develop-
ment services division director shail be subject to
appeal to the planning commission. (Ord. 982 §
15, 1986: prior code § 22-9B-10)

19.10.170 Lots of record.

The planning commission for conditional
uses and the development services director for
permitted uses may waive the siope require--
ments of this chapter for lots of record, lots and
plans of subdivisions which were approved by
the planning commission prior to the enactment
of the ordinance from which this section derives



if such waiver would not be injurious to health,
safety and the general public weifare of. the
inhabitants of Salt Lake County and is consistent
with the purpose of this chapter, (Ord. 966 § 7,
1986: pdor code § 22-9B-11)

19.10.170

(Salt Lake County 7-38)
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APPENDIX 11.

Chapter 19.84

CONDITIONAL USES

Sections:
19.84.010  Purpose.
19.84.020 Conditional use permit
required when.

19.84.030  Application requirements—
Fee.

19.84.040  Public hearing.

19.84.050 Determination of commission.

19.84.060 Delegation of approval
authority.

19.84.070  Policies established.

19.84.080  Review by planning
commission.

19.84.090 Conditions for approval.

19.84.100  Appeal of planning director
decision.

19.84.110  Appeal of planning commission
decision.

19.84.120  Inspection.

19.84.130  Time Limit.
19.84.140  Sale of alcoholic beverages.

19.84.010 Purpose.

The purpose of this chapter is to a.llow the
proper integration into the county of uses which
may be suitable only in certain locations in the
county or zoning district, or only if such uses are
designed or laid out on the site in a particular
manner (Prior code § 22-31-1)

19.84.020 Conditional use permit required
when.

A conditional use permit shall be required for
all uses listed as conditional uses in the district
regulations or elsewhere in this utle. A condi-
tional use permit may be revoked upon failurein
compliance with conditions precedent to the
original approval of the permit or for any vio-
lation of this title occurring on the site for which
the permit was approved. (Ord. 947 § 2, 1986:
prior code § 22-31-2(part})

19.84.010

19.84.030 Application requirements—Fee.

A. Application for a conditional use pertnit

- shall be made by the property owner or certified

agent thereof to the planning commission.

B. Accompanying Documents. Detailed site
plans drawn to scale and other drawings neces-
sary to assist the planning commission in arriv-
ing at an appropriate decision.

C. Fee. The fee for any conditional use permit
shall be as provided for in Section 3.52. 040 of
this code. (Prior code § 22-31-2(1)—(3))

19.84.040 Public hearing.

No public hearing need be held; however, a
hearing may be held when the planning cominis-
sion shall deem such a hearing to be necessary in
the public interest.

A. The development services division direc-
tor may delegate to the planning director the
holding of the hearing.

B. The development services division direc-
tor shall submit to the planning commission a
record of the hearing, together with a report of
findings and recommendations relative thereto,
for the consideration of the planning commis-
sion.

C. Such hearing, if deemed necessary, shall be
heid not more than thirty days from the date of
application. The particular time and place shall
be established by the development services divi-
sion director.

D. The development services division direc-
tor shall publish a notice of hearing in a news-
paper of general circulation in the county not less
than ten days prior to the date of the hearing.
Failure of property owners to receive notice of
the hearing shall in no way affect the validity of
action taken. (Ord. 982 § 20, [986: prior code §
22-31-2(4))

19.84.050 Determination of commission.

The planning cornmission may permit a con-
ditional use to be located within any district in
which the particular conditional use is permitted
by the use regulations of this title. In authorizing
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19.84.050

any conditional use the planning commission
shail impose such requirements and conditions
as required by law and any additional conditions,
as may be necessary for the protection of adja~
cent properties and the public welfare. Such con«
ditions of approval may inciude but shall not be:
limited to limitations or requirements as to the
height, size, location and design of structuresji
landscaping, density, ingress-egress, fencings
parking or lighting. Height, density and size
requirements for structures in each zone are’
maximums and may be reduced or modified as?
conditions to the approval of any conditional use®

application. (Ord. of 5/29/385; prior code §"’-

22-31-2(5)(part))

%

19.84.060 Delegation of approval authority.

The planning commission may delegate to the :

development services division director the’

authority to approve, modify or deny all or part ;

of the conditional uses set forth in this title. (Ord.
982 § 21, 1986: prior code § 22-3 1-2(5)(pa.rt)1

19.84.070 Policies established.

The planning commission shall establisk pol-
icies regarding landscaping, fencing, lighting,
ingress-egress, height of buildings, etc., to guide
the decision of the development services division
director to ensure consistency in the issuance of

~conditional use permits. (Ord. 982 § 22, 1986:
prior code § 22-31-2(5)(part))

19.84.080 Review by planning commission.

The development services division director is
authorized to bring any conditional use permit
application before the planning commission if,
in his opinion, the general public interest will be
better served by review of the planning commis-
sion. (Ord. 982 § 23, 1986: prior code §
22-31-2(5)(part))

19.84.090 Conditions for approval.

The planning commission shall not authorize
a conditional use permit unless the evidence pre-
sented is such as to establish:

{Salt Lake County 7-38)

A. That the proposed use at the particular

location is necessary or desirable to provide a

service or facility which will contribute to the
general well-being of the neighborhood and the
community; and

B. That such use will not, under the circum-
stances of the particular case, be detrimentai to
the health, safety or general welfare of persons
residing or working in the vicinity, or injurious to
property or improvements in the vicinity; and

C. That the proposed use will comply with the
regulations and conditions specified in this title
for such use; and

D. That the proposed use will conform to the
intent of the county master plan. (Prior code §
22-31-2(5)(part))

19.84.100 Appeal of planning director
decision,

Any person shail have the right to appeal the
decision of the deveiopment services director to
the planning commission by filing a lerter with
the planning commission within ten days of the
development services director’s decision, stating
the reason for the appeal and requesting a hear-
ing before the planning commission at the ear-
liest regular meeting of the commission. (Ord.
979 § 3, 1986: prior code § 22-31-2(5)(part))

19.84.110 Appeal of plannmg commission
decision.

A. Any person shall have the right to appeal to
the board of county commissioners any decision
rendered by the planning commission by filingin
writing, and in triplicate, stating the reasons for
the appeal with the board of county commis-
sioners within ten days following the date upon
which the decision is made by the planning com-
mussion. After receiving the appeal the county
commission may reaffirm the planning commis-
sion decision, remand the martterto the planning
commission for further consideration, or set.a
date for a public hearing.

- B. Notification of Planning Commission.
The board of county commissioners shall notify

o ar——




planning commission of the date of the review, in
writing, at least seven days preceding the date set
for hearing so that the planning commission may
prepare the record for the hearing.

C. Determination by Board of County Com-
missioners. The board of county commissioners

after proper review of the decision of the plan-

ning commission may affirm, reverse, alter or
remand for further review and consideration any
action taken by the planning commission. {Ord.
1004 § 2, 1987: prior code § 22-31-2(6))

19.84.120 Inspection.

Following the issuance of a conditional use
permit by the planning commission the director
of building inspection shall approve an applica-
tion for a building permit pursuant to Chapter
19.94 of this title and shall ensure that develop-
ment is undertaken and completed in com-
pliance with the permits. (Prior code §
22-31-2(7))

19.84.130" Time limit.

Approvil of the conditional use application by
the planning commission or the development
services director shall expire twenty-four months
after the date of the approval decision (see Sec-
tion 19.02.070) unless the applicant has obtained
the conditional use permit and a building permit,
where required, for the use within the twenty-
four-month period. The date of the approval
decision shall be the date of the preliminary
approval decision where the application
approval process includes both a preliminary
and final approval. A twelve-month extension
can be obtained subject to paying an extension
fee equal to 1.0 times the original filing fee. (Ord.
1037 § 2, 1988: Ord. 963 § 1, 1986: pror code §
22-31-2(8))

19.84.110

19.84.140 Sale of alcoholic beverages.

¢ A. The planning commission shall authorize
4 'conditional use permit to seil alcoholic bev-
erages except Class A beer outlets and Class B
beer outlets where it is determined by the plan-
ning comimission:

». 1. That the use is not in the immediate prox-
imity of any school, church, library, public play-
ground, or park;

. 2. That the proposed use at a particular loca-
tion is necessary and desirable to provide the
service or facility which will contribute to the
general well-being of the neighborhood and the
comrmunity; and

* 3. That such use will not, under the circum-
stances of the particular case, be detrimental to
the health, safety or general welfare of persons
residing or working in the vicinity, or injurious to
property or improvements in the vicinity; and

4. That the proposed use will comply with
regulations and conditions specified in this title
for such use; and _

5. That the proposed use will conform to the
intent of the county master plan.

B. Allconditional use permits for uses dispen-
sig alcoholic beverages to be consumed on the
premises are subject to an annual review, and all
applications for a conditional use permit for con-
sumption of liquor or beer on the premises must
be accompanied by a payment of fees as provided
in Section 3.52.040. The fees are considered rea-
sonable because of the costs of investigation and
studies necessary for the administration hereof.

C. Thegranting of any permit by the planning
commission to dispense alcoholic beverages is
subject to review by the county commission. The
denial of any permit by the planning commission
to dispense alcoholic beverages is subject to
review by the district courts. All appeals of plan-
ning commission decisions to the board of coun-
ty commissioners or the district courts must be
filed with the appropriate body within thirty days
from the date of the planning commission deci-
sion. (Ord. 804, 1982: prior code § 22-31-4)
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