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 8 
MINUTES OF THE CENTRAL WASATCH COMMISSION (“CWC”) STAKEHOLDERS 9 
COUNCIL ENVIRONMENT SYSTEMS COMMITTEE MEETING HELD, TUESDAY, 10 
NOVEMBER 12, 2024, AT 3:00 P.M.  THE MEETING WAS CONDUCTED BOTH IN-11 
PERSON AND VIRTUALLY VIA ZOOM.  THE ANCHOR LOCATION WAS THE CWC 12 
OFFICES LOCATED IN THE BRIGHTON BANK BUILDING, 311 SOUTH STATE 13 
STREET, SUITE 330, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH. 14 
 15 
Committee Members:   Kelly Boardman, Chair 16 
    Dan Zalles, Co-Chair  17 
    Adam Lenkowski 18 
    Brenden Catt 19 
    Meaghan McKasy 20 
    Maura Hahnenberger 21 
    Spencer Shaver 22 
    John Knoblock 23 
    Ella Abelli-Amen 24 
    Olivia Juarez 25 
    Patrick Nelson 26 
    John Adams  27 
          28 
Staff:  Lindsey Nielsen, Executive Director   29 

Samantha Kilpack, Director of Operations 30 
 31 
OPENING 32 
 33 
1. Chair Kelly Boardman will Open the Public Meeting as Chair of the Environment 34 

Systems Committee of the Central Wasatch Commission Stakeholders Council. 35 
 36 
Chair Kelly Boardman called the Central Wasatch Commission (“CWC”) Stakeholders Council 37 
Environment Systems Committee Meeting to order at 3:00 p.m. and welcomed those present.   38 
 39 
2. Review and Approval of the Minutes from the October 8, 2024, Meeting. 40 
 41 
The Meeting Minutes from October 8, 2024, were discussed once there was a quorum.  Chair 42 
Boardman noted that she was unable to attend the last Environment Systems Committee Meeting, but 43 
there seemed to be a lot of discussion about the survey.  It does not appear a lot of feedback was 44 
received on the survey itself, but there was feedback received about the Environmental Dashboard.  45 
She believed an extra question was added to the survey about the frequency of visits to the Central 46 
Wasatch.  Discussions were had about how to share the survey questions with the CWC Board.    47 
 48 
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At the last Executive/Budget/Audit Committee Meeting, information about the survey was presented 1 
to Committee Members.  The Committee Members did not provide any feedback at that time.  2 
Director of Operations, Samantha Kilpack, is not certain the survey needs to be brought to the CWC 3 
Board for consideration.  It might be possible to push the survey out to members of the public.  Chair 4 
Boardman believed the next step is to make sure everything is finalized and ready to release.  The 5 
previous Meeting Minutes were further reviewed.  Chair Boardman noted that there was a discussion 6 
at the meeting about new members as well as how to roll out the survey to different user groups.   7 
 8 
MOTION:  Meaghan McKasy moved to APPROVE the October 8, 2024, Meeting Minutes.  Maura 9 
Hahnenberger seconded the motion.  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the 10 
Committee. 11 
 12 
COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP UPDATES 13 
 14 
1. New Committee Members will Introduce Themselves to the Group. 15 
 16 
Ella Abelli-Amen introduced herself as the Plants Stewardship Director for the Cottonwood Canyons 17 
Foundation.  She will share a presentation about the program later on in the meeting.  She is excited 18 
to be at the meeting and to learn more about the work of the Environment Systems Committee. 19 
 20 
Ms. Kilpack noted that the other new Environment Systems Committee Member is Olivia Juarez, but 21 
she is not at the meeting yet.  That introduction might need to be done later on in the meeting. 22 
 23 
PRESENTATION:  COTTONWOOD CANYONS FOUNDATION PLANTS STEWARDSHIP 24 
PROGRAM 25 
 26 
1. Ella Abelli-Amen will Present Last Season’s Cottonwood Canyons Foundation’s Plants 27 

Stewardship Program. 28 
 29 
Ms. Abelli-Amen introduced herself to the Committee and explained that her background is in botany.  30 
She earned both her Undergraduate Degree and Master’s Degree in biology at California Polytechnic 31 
State University in San Luis Obispo, California.  She moved to Utah three years ago.  Since then, she 32 
has been learning more about plants in Utah.  She started working with the Cottonwood Canyons 33 
Foundation approximately two years ago where she started as a seasonal employee as the Plants Crew 34 
Lead.  Ms. Abelli-Amen was in the field five days a week for six months doing a lot of invasive plant 35 
monitoring and restoration in the Central Wasatch. Since then, she has taken over as the Plants 36 
Stewardship Director.  She has been serving in that role for one year.  This presentation is a recap of 37 
the work the crew did this past summer in the field.  She can answer questions during the presentation.  38 
 39 
Ms. Abelli-Amen shared presentation slides with the Environment Systems Committee.  It included 40 
an image of the crew from this season.  She noted that it was the largest crew there had ever been.  41 
This is a non-profit organization and there are five full-time crew members: two crew leads and three 42 
crew members.  There are two work truck vehicles and that made it possible to cover more ground at 43 
different trailheads.  John Knoblock asked about funding for the program.  Ms. Abelli-Amen reported 44 
that the majority of the funding for this program comes from the State through the Invasive Species 45 
Management grant.  Some funding is also received from the Town of Brighton, the ski resorts, the 46 
U.S. Forest Service, and Salt Lake City Public Utilities.  Some of the funding sources are becoming 47 
more concrete and are received year after year, which has provided more stability for the program. 48 



Central Wasatch Commission Stakeholders Council Environment Systems Committee Meeting – 11/12/2024 3 

 1 
The two crew leads this season brought a lot of expertise in the GIS and mapping department.  Ms. 2 
Abelli-Amen was able to be in the field quite a bit as well this season.  She shared some overall season 3 
statistics with the Committee.  205 miles of trail were scouted in Big Cottonwood Canyon, Little 4 
Cottonwood Canyon, Millcreek Canyon, and the Wasatch Front.  The idea is to have crew members 5 
on every trail in the Central Wasatch every season to ensure there is a clear picture of where the 6 
invasive species are located.  This model of surveying is called Early Detection Rapid Response.  The 7 
idea is to catch the invasive species populations early because that is the best time to eradicate them.  8 
It is also the most cost-efficient time to eradicate them.  Ecosystems start to degrade when there is a 9 
dense population of invasive species.  It becomes harder to return it to the native biodiverse ecosystem 10 
that it started with, so the program focuses on trying to prevent that from happening.    11 
 12 
A lot of hiking and scouting was done.  Usually, if the crew encountered a weed species, it was treated 13 
immediately.  Ms. Abelli-Amen reported that some weed species are not effectively treated by hand 14 
pulling, so in those cases, the crew comes back to chemically treat them.   15 
 16 
Mr. Knoblock asked whether she had reviewed the invasive weed map that is on the Environmental 17 
Dashboard.  Ms. Abelli-Amen denied this.  She is not very familiar with the Environmental 18 
Dashboard at this point but intends to look into it more.  Mr. Knoblock asked if the Cottonwood 19 
Canyons Foundation has a GIS map.  Ms. Abelli-Amen confirmed that all of the data is on their GIS 20 
map.  Mr. Knoblock noted that it might be possible to link to that on the Environmental Dashboard.  21 
Ms. Abelli-Amen noted that some of the data on there is private, but there are interactive web maps 22 
that can be made from the GIS data.  It might be possible to determine what is relevant for the public. 23 
 24 
Ms. Abelli-Amen reported that a lot of species were mapped this year because there was a switch 25 
from the old mapping system to a new one.  A lot of time was spent on that this season.  Additionally, 26 
there was a lot of mechanical treatment done.  The Cottonwood Canyons Foundation tries to do as 27 
much mechanical treatment as possible and as little chemical treatment as possible.  There are 28 
watershed restrictions on what chemicals can be used and how close to water those can be used.  29 
Unfortunately, a lot of the invasive species in the canyons grow too close to water to treat them.  Crew 30 
efforts and volunteer events are intended to handle a lot of the mechanical treatment of weeds. 31 
 32 
The Plants Stewardship Program also does a fair bit of restoration.  Ms. Abelli-Amen reported that 33 
they collect native plant seeds in the canyons and there is a horticulturalist who grows them over the 34 
winter.  Those are then replanted in areas of disturbance.  It is an interesting restoration system 35 
because the seeds are genetically native to the canyons.  She explained that this is an uncommon 36 
program.  The Cottonwood Canyons Foundation also hosts 25 volunteer days on average each season.   37 
 38 
Ms. Abelli-Amen reported that a lot of scouting is conducted.  During scouting, the crews are looking 39 
for invasive species.  In order to know if something is invasive, it is essential to know what is native 40 
and what the different plants are.  Otherwise, it is difficult to determine what is an invasive species.   41 
 42 
There was an emphasis this year on identifying every plant that was encountered on a trail.  Ms. 43 
Abelli-Amen explained that there were a few species found this season that have the potential to be 44 
new invasives in the canyons.  The crew was able to start mapping them and controlling them early 45 
on.  This year, there was also a lot of rare plant monitoring while out on the trails.  The Cottonwood 46 
Canyons Foundation has a stewardship piece as well as an educational piece.  For example, there is 47 
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the Wildflower Festival and the production of the Wildflower Guidebook for the Central Wasatch.  1 
That book is due for an update and the Cottonwood Canyons Foundation is currently working on that. 2 
 3 
One of the weed hot spots in the canyons is the ski resorts.  These are areas where there is a lot of 4 
human activity, machinery, and disturbance, which are all factors that help weeds to thrive.  Ms. 5 
Abelli-Amen reported that there is a partnership with all four of the ski resorts to assist with the 6 
management of invasive species.  Alta has been paving the way for management of their land and 7 
many years ago, established a weed zone system.  The whole base area was broken into 40 zones, 8 
each of which is approximately two acres.  That has allowed them to collect data and track how weeds 9 
are either expanding or declining around their base.  There is also treatment every year.  The 10 
Cottonwood Canyons Foundation treats about 15 of those zones each year for Alta.  There is a desire 11 
to implement a similar system of record-keeping at the other three ski resorts, so zones were created 12 
this year at Snowbird and Solitude.  Next year, zones will be created at the Brighton Resort. 13 
 14 
The Plants Stewardship Program started to do some more mechanical treatment using weed whackers.  15 
Ms. Abelli-Amen mentioned the phragmites problem around the Great Salt Lake.  It is detrimental to 16 
the environment and once it is established, it becomes difficult to remove.  This is starting to be seen 17 
in the canyons, so there is an intention to focus on the issue as much as possible.  Phragmites is a 18 
wetland species and it is not possible to treat it with herbicide in water.  As a result, work has been 19 
done to weed-whack it back and prevent it from going to seed.  It has been an interesting management 20 
challenge.  There is also a Russian olive that has been both mechanically and chemically treated.   21 
 22 
Brenden Catt asked for more information about the mechanical treatment and what measures are taken 23 
to prevent the reintroduction of invasive species after removal.  Ms. Abelli-Amen reported that 24 
mechanical treatment usually involves the use of a shovel or special weeing tool to remove the root 25 
of the plant and pull it out of the ground.  That can be time-consuming and difficult depending on the 26 
species.  If the plant has gone to seed already, the seed heads are cut off, the seed heads are put into 27 
trash bags, and those are thrown away to ensure that the seeds are not contributing to the seed bank.  28 
In the early season, it is possible to dig the plants up and leave them there.  Later on in the season, the 29 
seeds need to be handled.  It is not possible to get every plant and every seed each year, but the crew 30 
does their best.  Toward the end of the season, there is thought given to diminishing the seed bank.  31 
There are also considerations given to the plant life cycle and how that impacts the treatment plan. 32 
 33 
Ms. Abelli-Amen shared information about the restoration work that is being done.  The seedling 34 
program includes the native seedlings that are grown as well as a partnership with Granite Seed.  She 35 
reported that Granite Seed provides them with native seeds to do restoration.  There was a project 36 
done at Silver Lake this year with Trails Utah to try to control erosion around the new natural surface 37 
trail there.   38 
 39 
The seedling restoration program has been underway for many years now, but there is not a lot of 40 
data.  While there is evidence it is working well, there is a desire to obtain more substantial evidence 41 
to determine how many seedlings survive to maturity.  Ms. Abelli-Amen designed a seedling survival 42 
study and the plants will be tracked for the next five years or so.  A few factors are considered, such 43 
as the month the seeds were planted.  Some of the literature shows that if planting is done in the early 44 
spring or late fall, there is more water available and the temperatures aren’t as hot, which is better for 45 
seedling establishment.  The intention is to test that literature through the survival study.  She believes 46 
this study will provide them with a lot of useful information about when to plant and how much to 47 
water.  She is excited to track that information and see the results.  48 
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 1 
The Cottonwood Canyons Foundation relies heavily on volunteers.  Ms. Abelli-Amen expressed 2 
gratitude to all of the volunteers for their time and effort.  There have been a lot of successful volunteer 3 
days.  She noted that some came out more than 10 times to assist with the work.  Volunteers who 4 
come out five times receive a hat and volunteers who come out 10 times receive a sweatshirt.  5 
 6 
Ms. Abelli-Amen shared images from the Silver Lake restoration project and the Trails Utah volunteer 7 
day.  Additional photographs from volunteer days were shared.  She stressed the importance of 8 
holding volunteer appreciation and enrichment events.  Ms. Abelli-Amen stated that she is available 9 
to answer any outstanding Committee Member questions about the program work. 10 
 11 
Co-Chair Dan Zalles asked if there is any information people need to know about invasive species.  12 
It might be possible for Canyon visitors to take some sort of action.  Ms. Abelli-Amen confirmed that 13 
there are things visitors can do.  A lot of the invasive species are spread by recreators on shoes, 14 
clothing, or animals.  The species houndstongue has sticky burs, which can be problematic, especially 15 
in Millcreek Canyon where dogs are allowed.  Visitors are encouraged to pick those burs off and 16 
throw them away rather than throw them back on the ground.  Additionally, in other nearby bodies of 17 
water, there is an invasive plant species called Eurasian watermilfoil.  That is not something anyone 18 
wants to see in Silver Lake or any of the local lakes.  She explained that it would not be possible to 19 
treat due to the watershed regulations for herbicides.  If it was established here, it would essentially 20 
take over.  In areas like Silver Lake where it is possible to fish, visitors are recommended to clean off 21 
waders or watercraft between visiting different bodies of water.  If someone owns property or lives 22 
in or around the canyons, it is requested that those residents do their part and weed their property.  23 
There is an Invasive Species Mitigation Guide on the website that talks about all of the species in the 24 
area as well as how to manage them.  That could be linked to the Environmental Dashboard.   25 
 26 
Chair Boardman expressed appreciation for the information shared by Ms. Abelli-Amen and the work 27 
done by the Cottonwood Canyons Foundation.  She asked about the 205 miles of trails that are 28 
monitored as well as the weed zones.  She wanted to know if that is generally where invasive species 29 
are found.  Chair Boardman also wanted to know if there had been discussions about controls to put 30 
in place.  Ms. Abelli-Amen reported that concentrations of invasives are seen around areas of human 31 
disturbance and areas where humans regularly visit.  After new trails are built, machinery tends to 32 
bring in a lot of invasive species.  Some species spread via the wind.  She explained that invasive 33 
species do best where there is disturbed soil and there is nothing else growing.  It is difficult to manage 34 
off-trail open spaces, but there tend to be fewer invasive species in those areas.  The majority of the 35 
species are occurring around ski resorts, trailheads, picnic areas, and places where people frequent.  36 
The way to manage that better is to clean off machinery before trail building or heading to the ski 37 
resort.  It is a difficult thing to regulate, but that is something there is a desire to focus on.  Ms. Abelli-38 
Amen stated that before ground is broken on a project, there is a pre-weed survey conducted.  In 39 
addition, the organization has started to map disturbances to know where to look in the future.   40 
 41 
Mr. Knoblock noted that ski resorts need to have their equipment inspected before bringing it on-site.  42 
For trail building, the trail builder needs to bring their equipment to a car wash so everything can be 43 
power washed off.  From there, the Forest Service inspects the equipment before it is allowed to be 44 
brought into the canyon.  He assumes this is the case for everyone.  Ms. Abelli-Amen believes that is 45 
the case for work done on Forest Service land, but she is not sure how much it is enforced.  It might 46 
be worth looking into that further.  Mr. Knoblock reported that some of the ski resort property is 47 
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private property.  If equipment is being brought onto private property, there is likely not the same 1 
kind of requirement in place.  However, it might be possible to communicate with the ski resorts.  2 
 3 
John Adams reported that there is a successful program with the waterways for invasive quagga 4 
mussels.  There are checks to ensure that boats are cleaned so nothing is carried from one lake to 5 
another.  The model that has worked for that program could be looked at for sensitive areas.  6 
Ms. Abelli-Amen likes that idea.  There have been discussions with Salt Lake City Public Utilities 7 
about creating some informational signs at Silver Lake, as it could be a good place for education.  8 
 9 
Mr. Adams discussed the ski resorts and the different ranking systems.  He has been trying to work 10 
with some of the bigger ranking systems to see if they would consider adding sustainability to their 11 
rankings.  Ms. Abelli-Amen loves that idea.  She explained that there was once a volunteer event 12 
where two rival companies came to weed and it became a competition to see who could pull more.  13 
She likes the idea of competition that is for a good cause.  The ranking might be able to achieve that.  14 
 15 
Adam Lenkowski thanked Ms. Abelli-Amen for the informative presentation.  He mentioned myrtle 16 
spurge, a highly visible yellow weed that is seen in the area.  There are a lot of myths about that and 17 
the best way to control it.  He asked for some clarity there.  Ms. Abelli-Amen commented that it is 18 
too bad myrtle spurge is controversial because she does not feel it needs to be.  It is harmful and 19 
impactful to the environment.  One thing that can be done is to increase education about the 20 
management of myrtle spurge.  There has been a lot of misinformation about the control methods.  21 
There is a recent partnership with the Department of Natural Resources, which has been the main 22 
entity working on controlling myrtle spurge for the last five years.  The Department of Natural 23 
Resources started by trying to manage it manually and found that not to be effective.  The switch was 24 
made to spraying the invasive species and it was found that this was far more effective.  There are 25 
some areas, such as the area near the mouth of Millcreek, that are too steep and dangerous to navigate 26 
on foot with a backpack sprayer.  As a result, some drones have been used to counteract that.  27 
Ms. Abelli-Amen clarified that there is spot spraying happening rather than the whole hillside being 28 
sprayed.  There was a lot of myrtle spurge mapping that took place this season where almost the entire 29 
base of Big Cottonwood Canyon, Little Cottonwood Canyon, and Millcreek Canyon were mapped. 30 
 31 
The Cottonwood Canyons Foundation has determined that spraying myrtle spurge is beyond the five-32 
person crew.  The intention is to create a line in each of the canyons and ensure that myrtle spurge 33 
does not spread above that line.  It continues to encroach up the canyons and there is an intention to 34 
put a hard stop to that.  If there is a containment line, it might be possible to move that back down the 35 
canyon a little bit each season.  Ms. Abelli-Amen reiterated that work is being done with the 36 
Department of Natural Resources on this matter.  Myrtle spurge is a problem that needs to be 37 
addressed.  Mr. Knoblock reported that the seeds can remain viable for five years.  Even if the plants 38 
are sprayed, new ones may sprout in the future because of the seeds.  Ms. Abelli-Amen added that 39 
myrtle spurge can also fling their seeds approximately 15 feet.  It is a difficult species to deal with.   40 
 41 
Ms. Abelli-Amen reported that more educational materials will be created this winter.  Co-Chair 42 
Zalles believes information about myrtle spurge treatments needs to be shared with the public.  43 
Ms. Abelli-Amen believes it might be possible to use the National Agriculture Imagery Program 44 
(“NAIP”) to map the spread of myrtle spurge over time.  She feels that could be an informative 45 
exercise. 46 
 47 



Central Wasatch Commission Stakeholders Council Environment Systems Committee Meeting – 11/12/2024 7 

It was noted that the Environment Systems Committee has been concerned about how conditions have 1 
changed in the canyons over time.  Ms. Abelli-Amen was asked if she had seen any kind of correlation 2 
between increased canyon use and the increase in invasive species.  She does not know of any data 3 
that would specifically link the two together, but based on her understanding of invasive species and 4 
how those species are spread, it seems like a logical conclusion that there may be a link there.  5 
However, there are complicated factors associated with invasive species.  She offered to think about 6 
the question more and come back to the Committee with additional information in the future. 7 
 8 
Discussions were had about the Utah Noxious Weed Act and the associated administrative rules.  9 
There are requirements that certain articles be treated for noxious weeds, but that is County-specific.  10 
What is designated as a noxious weed might be different from county to county.  Ms. Abelli-Amen 11 
reported that the Cottonwood Canyons Foundation partners closely with the Salt Lake County Bee 12 
and Noxious Weed Program Manager, Sage Fitch.  Chair Boardman thanked Ms. Abelli-Amen for 13 
the presentation and for answering the various questions posed by Committee Members.   14 
 15 
Following the Cottonwood Canyons Foundation presentation, those present introduced themselves 16 
for the benefit of the new Committee Members.  Chair Boardman stated that she has been on the 17 
Stakeholders Council since 2021 and her background is as an Environmental Consultant, but she 18 
currently works at Alta.  Mr. Knoblock introduced himself as the Chair of the Stakeholders and Chair 19 
of the Bonneville Shoreline Trail Committee.  Mr. Lenkowski explained that he has been on the 20 
Stakeholders Council for a little over a year and his background is in atmospheric science.  He works 21 
in air quality monitoring and is passionate about snow science.  Co-Chair Zalles stated that he has 22 
been involved in the League of Women Voters Natural Resources Committee and has been on the 23 
Stakeholders Council for the last year and a half.  He has a background in environmental education 24 
and has done a lot of grant research.  Meaghan McKasy is an Assistant Professor of Communication 25 
at Utah Valley University where she specializes in science and environmental communication.  She 26 
is also a survey researcher and is on the Stakeholders Council as a Millcreek City resident.   27 
 28 
Spencer Shaver reported that he is the Executive Director of Save Our Canyons and was previously 29 
a member of the Stakeholders Council.  He is now a Special Advisor to the CWC Board on 30 
environmental and recreational issues.  Mr. Catt stated that he is an attorney based in Salt Lake City 31 
and has been on the Stakeholders Council for almost a year.  Maura Hahnenberger stated that she is 32 
a Sandy Hills resident and is an Associate Professor in Earth and Environmental Science at Salt Lake 33 
Community College.  Her background is in atmospheric sciences and she researches dust transport.  34 
Mr. Adams clarified that he is not an official member of the Environment Systems Committee, but is 35 
on the Economy Systems Committee.  He wanted to sit in and listen because he believed there was 36 
crossover between the work of the two committees.  He is retired from a professional job but spent 37 
years at Solitude working on the ski patrol and he still works there part-time.   38 
 39 
Ms. Kilpack stated that she is the Director of Operations for the CWC and has served in that role for 40 
a little over a year.  Ms. Juarez reported that she is new to the Stakeholders Council and is attending 41 
the meeting to listen in and learn what the Environment Systems Committee is focused on.  She is the 42 
Public Land Program Director at a national non-profit organization, GreenLatinos.  Executive 43 
Director, Lindsey Nielsen, explained that she is the Executive Director of the CWC.  Her educational 44 
background is in politics and environmental science.  Mr. Nelson explained that he is not on the 45 
Environment Systems Committee.  He works for the Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities.  46 
Chair Boardman welcomed new members and thanked everyone for their participation.   47 
 48 
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ENVIRONMENTAL DASHBOARD SURVEY  1 
 2 
1. The Committee will Plan the Rollout of the Environmental Dashboard Survey. 3 
 4 
2. The Committee will Discuss Presenting the Environmental Dashboard Survey to the 5 

CWC Board. 6 
 7 
Chair Boardman believes there is a strong version of the Environmental Dashboard Survey.  8 
Ms. McKasy reported that there was not a lot of feedback received on the survey itself, but the 9 
feedback that was received was incorporated.  The survey should be up to date with all feedback 10 
received.  Chair Boardman asked CWC Staff to distribute the survey to the Committee so there could 11 
be one final review of the questions.  From there, the Committee can finalize the actual distribution 12 
of the survey.   13 
 14 
Ms. McKasy shared a reminder to clear out all of the previous responses before the survey is officially 15 
released.  Ms. Kilpack thanked her for the reminder.  Mr. Lenkowski likes the idea of reviewing the 16 
survey one final time before it is released.  He asked if there were any other approvals needed from 17 
the CWC Board or Stakeholders Council.  Co-Chair Zalles believes there needs to be a presentation 18 
to the CWC Board at their next meeting.  Committee Members need to determine who will present at 19 
that meeting.  He feels the release of the survey should wait until after the CWC Board review.  20 
Ms. Kilpack clarified that the presentation to the Executive/Budget/Audit Committee was sufficient 21 
and the Environmental Dashboard Survey does not need to be presented to the full CWC Board.  22 
 23 
It was determined that the Environmental Dashboard Survey will be distributed to all Environment 24 
Systems Committee Members for final review.  After that final review, the previous answers will be 25 
cleared, and it will be possible to distribute the survey.  Ms. McKasy thought it would be helpful to 26 
define the parameters.  For instance, how long the survey will be made available.  Mr. Knoblock 27 
thought three weeks was sufficient.  Ms. Kilpack suggested that the survey rollout be discussed at the 28 
next Environment Systems Committee Meeting.  After that meeting, the survey can be shared.  It can 29 
be available for three or four weeks between Environment Systems Committee meetings.  By the time 30 
the next Environment Systems Committee Meeting occurs, there will be data that can be looked at.  31 
 32 
Mr. Lenkowski pointed out that there is a Stakeholders Council Meeting scheduled next week.  It is 33 
possible to announce at that time and state that the Environmental Dashboard Survey will be sent out.  34 
Chair Boardman confirmed that the Environment Systems Committee will share information about 35 
the survey with the Stakeholders Council at that meeting.  It is possible to ask the Council for feedback 36 
about the best time to release the Environmental Dashboard Survey.   37 
 38 
Ms. Nielsen reported that the CWC is planning to host a Storyboarding Session where there will be 39 
more in-depth discussions about what will make the Environmental Dashboard more useable and 40 
what there is a desire to see.  Since the CWC is busy ahead of the Central Wasatch Symposium in 41 
early January, the idea is for the Storyboarding Session to take place in February 2025.  The 42 
Environmental Dashboard Survey might be good data to start the initial conversation.  She noted that 43 
the survey can be sent out now or in tandem with the scheduled Storyboarding Session.   44 
 45 
Ms. Kilpack noted that the Environment Systems Committee could spend the meeting in December 46 
preparing the survey for distribution.  It can then be sent out and the results can be assessed in January.  47 
That information can then be shared during the Storyboarding Session in February 2025.   48 
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 1 
Ms. McKasy likes the idea of releasing the Environmental Dashboard Survey before the 2 
Storyboarding Session takes place because it will provide a broad understanding.  During the 3 
Storyboarding Session, there will be more in-depth conversations about the needs and findings.  4 
Mr. Lenkowski pointed out that if the survey is sent out after the Central Wasatch Symposium, there 5 
will still be three weeks to gather responses and enough time to evaluate those responses ahead of the 6 
Storyboarding Session.  He suggested asking the Stakeholders Council about the best timeline.   7 
 8 
CWNCRA IMPACTS DISCUSSION 9 
 10 
1. The Committee will Discuss the Potential Impacts of the CWNCRA Passing or Not 11 

Passing. 12 
 13 
Mr. Shaver shared information about the Central Wasatch National Conservation and Recreation Area 14 
Act (“CWNCRA”).  He explained that his intention in bringing this matter to the Environment 15 
Systems Committee is to facilitate discussion between Committee Members.  Mr. Shaver explained 16 
that certain areas have been identified as important to remain as public lands.  He wanted to hear 17 
comments from other Committee Members about that and the potential passing of the CWNCRA.  18 
Additionally, Committee Members can talk about what might happen if the CWNCRA is ultimately 19 
not passed.  Mr. Shaver expressed concerns about whittling away areas the public can access.  20 
 21 
Chair Boardman asked about the Utah Department of Transportation (“UDOT”) plans for the 22 
canyons.  She asked if those decisions would ultimately impact the CWNCRA.  Mr. Shaver believes 23 
the transportation elements in the CWNCRA are clearly moving forward.  This has been seen with 24 
the UDOT Little Cottonwood Canyon Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”) and the Big 25 
Cottonwood Canyon Environmental Assessment.  As those move forward, it is also important that 26 
the environmental components of the CWNCRA move ahead.   27 
 28 
Co-Chair Zalles asked if there is a connection between the CWNCRA and the possibility of the new 29 
Congress acting on Utah’s interest in shrinking public lands.  He referenced a BLM issue.  Mr. Shaver 30 
explained that as he understands it, none of the BLM lands identified are in the Wasatch.  There is 31 
almost no BLM land in the Central Wasatch.  Discussions were had about election results and how 32 
that could impact what moves forward.  Mr. Shaver feels it is important to come up with strategies to 33 
limit resort expansion within the CWNCRA and without the CWNCRA as well.  He suggested a 34 
declaration to state where the Environment Systems Committee stands on expansion and the loss of 35 
public land.  The resort boundary issue will only become more of an issue in the near future.   36 
 37 
Chair Boardman asked if there is anything in place to stop resorts from expanding without the 38 
CWNCRA.  She also wanted to know what the CWC Board discussions have been like.  Mr. Shaver 39 
discussed the tool to limit resort expansion.  In the Forest Management Plan, each resort that leases 40 
Forest Service land has a fixed boundary.  An amendment would be needed to see any of those 41 
expansions come to fruition.  Those would also show up in the Special Use Permits the resorts have 42 
with the Forest Service.  Special Use Permits happen on a 50-year basis.  There is no public process 43 
when some sort of plan to expand is submitted, so there is no opportunity for the public to weigh in.  44 
 45 
Mr. Shaver shared information about the CWC Board discussions on the CWNCRA.  The CWC 46 
Board sees the land protections as a critical component of the Legislation.  He considers fixing the 47 
resort boundaries as land protections.  The Committee discussed what could be done if the boundaries 48 
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do ultimately expand.  It was noted that an easement might be an option to consider in that case.  1 
Ms. Nielsen stated that the fixture of the ski resort boundaries is in the current iteration of the 2 
CWNCRA.  Even though the land exchanges are no longer in the Legislation, the fixture line does 3 
remain.   4 
 5 
Ms. Juarez asked what the future is for the lands as the bill currently stands.  Ms. Nielsen reported 6 
that in 2018, there were land exchange negotiations.  Ultimately, it was not possible to negotiate an 7 
agreement between the Forest Service, the environmental community, and Alta Ski Lifts on Grizzly 8 
Gulch and Patsey Marley.  The inability to negotiate an agreement, in addition to some administrative 9 
challenges around the land exchanges, were some of the reasons the land exchanges were removed 10 
from the Legislation.  Currently, those lands are not specifically proposed for inclusion in the 11 
CWNCRA.  Ms. Nielsen discussed Grizzly Gulch and explained that some of it is privately owned 12 
by Alta Ski Lifts and some of it is publicly owned.  The patchwork of ownership that exists there 13 
between public and private lands has meant that Alta Ski Lifts has not been able to develop it.  14 
 15 
Mr. Knoblock believed the boundary of the CWNCRA does not include any of the Alta township 16 
lands.  Ms. Nielsen confirmed this.  The ski permit areas that are on public lands are not included in 17 
the CWNCRA.  The interactive CWNCRA Story Map was reviewed by Committee Members. 18 
 19 
Chair Boardman asked what the discussions were like at the CWC Board Retreat.  Mr. Shaver 20 
reported that there were similar discussions to the ones at the last Stakeholders Council Meeting about 21 
the CWNCRA.  There were conversations about potential barriers to passage as well as some of the 22 
more contentious aspects of the CWNCRA.  Mr. Knoblock noted that some CWC Board Retreat 23 
participants were interested in looking at elements of the Legislation that could move forward, even 24 
if the CWNCRA itself does not move forward.  Some Board Members believe the CWNCRA is the 25 
most important component of the CWC work.  Mr. Knoblock reported that everyone on the CWC 26 
Board is supportive of pushing the legislation forward.  The question is what happens if the Utah 27 
Legislature and Utah Federal Delegation do not help to make that happen.   28 
 29 
Ms. Nielsen stated that Mr. Shaver and Amber Broadaway have joined the CWC Board as Special 30 
Advisors.  Mr. Shaver represents the environment system as a Special Advisor and Ms. Broadaway 31 
represents the economy system as a Special Advisor.  During various retreat conversations, 32 
Ms. Broadaway affirmed on behalf of the Cottonwood Canyon resorts that the interests of the resorts 33 
are largely unchanged from what they were during the Mountain Accord process, and the original 34 
deal brokered and captured in the CWNCRA.  Those interests are land for resort expansion and water 35 
for snowmaking and development.  There were multiple issues with the exchanges, starting with a 36 
lack of agreement about which lands would be included in the Alta Ski Lifts exchange.  The need for 37 
land and water from the resorts still exists, so those interests are unchanged.  Additionally, the 38 
interests of the environmental community are unchanged, which relate to long-term protection via 39 
new designations.  The original understanding during the Mountain Accord years and through the 40 
various iterations of the CWNCRA is that the systems do not work in isolation and are interdependent.   41 
 42 
Chair Boardman believes the comment about the interests being unchanged may be true, but the 43 
resorts are expanding in terms of the volume of business that is being done.  That has impacts on the 44 
environment, economy, and transportation.  She feels there needs to be some balance so one use does 45 
not overtake the other systems in the meantime.  Mr. Knoblock asked about Legislative support.  46 
Ms. Nielsen reported that Representative John Curtis has been with the CWC on this issue from the 47 
beginning.  There has not been a discussion with Senator Mike Lee as far as she is aware.   48 
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 1 
NEXT MEETING AGENDA 2 
 3 
1. The Next Meeting will be on December 10, 2024. 4 
 5 
2. The Committee will Discuss Items for the Next Meeting Agenda. 6 
 7 
It was noted that the next Environment Systems Committee Meeting will take place on December 10, 8 
2024.  Chair Boardman asked what Committee Members would like to see on the next agenda.  Co-9 
Chair Zalles suggested looking into the current situation in Cardiff and the dispute between the 10 
landowners and the Forest Service.  He would like to know more about the negotiations taking place.  11 
Ms. Nielsen reported that Tom Diegel has information about the status of that, as he has been able to 12 
attend those negotiation meetings as part of the Wasatch Backcountry Alliance.  He might be able to 13 
present to the Environment Systems Committee and answer some Committee Member questions. 14 
 15 
Mr. Knoblock suggested that the Environment Systems Committee talk about mining reclamation.  16 
Mr. Nelson reported that as part of the Gold King Mine Settlement, the Environmental Protection 17 
Agency (“EPA”) was supposed to work with the State of Utah, Salt Lake County, and other 18 
stakeholders to look at mine impacts in Big Cottonwood Canyon and Little Cottonwood Canyon.  Salt 19 
Lake County went out and did a bunch of surveys on all the mines and has all the data.  There was 20 
nothing they found that was significant or significantly impactful as far as discharges from the mine.   21 
 22 
Mr. Nelson shared information about water quality and the sampling that is conducted.  This spring, 23 
there will be a draft of the updated Watershed Management Plan ready for review.  Ms. Nielsen 24 
thanked Mr. Nelson for listening in on the Environment Systems Committee Meeting.  She reported 25 
that Salt Lake City Public Utilities will be one of the presenters at the Central Wasatch Symposium.  26 
She assumes that the draft version of the Watershed Management Plan will be mentioned at that time.   27 
 28 
Chair Boardman asked that any other agenda item ideas be shared via email before the next meeting. 29 
 30 
OTHER ITEMS 31 
 32 
There were no additional discussions.  33 
 34 
CLOSING 35 
 36 
1. Chair Boardman will Call for a Motion to Adjourn the Environment Systems Committee 37 

Meeting. 38 
 39 
MOTION:  John Knoblock moved to ADJOURN the Environment Systems Committee Meeting.  40 
There was no second.  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Committee. 41 
 42 
The meeting adjourned at 4:53 p.m.   43 
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