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 1 
 2 
MINUTES OF THE CENTRAL WASATCH COMMISSION (“CWC”) STAKEHOLDERS 3 
COUNCIL TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM COMMITTEE MEETING HELD MONDAY, 4 
MARCH 10, 2025, AT 3:30 P.M.  THE MEETING WAS CONDUCTED BOTH IN-PERSON 5 
AND VIRTUALLY VIA ZOOM.  THE ANCHOR LOCATION WAS AT THE CWC 6 
OFFICES LOCATED IN THE BRIGHTON BANK BUILDING, 311 SOUTH STATE 7 
STREET, SUITE 330, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH.   8 
 9 
Present:    Danny Richardson, Chair  10 
  Kurt Hegmann, Co-Chair  11 
  Linda Johnson 12 
  Mark Baer 13 
  Tom Diegel 14 
  Ian Reddell 15 
  Mike Marker 16 
  John Knoblock, Stakeholders Council Chair   17 
 18 
Staff:  Lindsey Nielsen, Executive Director    19 
  Sam Kilpack, Director of Operations 20 
 21 
OPENING 22 
  23 
1. Chair Danny Richardson will Open the Public Meeting as Chair of the 24 

Transportation System Committee of the Central Wasatch Commission (“CWC”) 25 
Stakeholders Council.  26 

 27 
Chair Danny Richardson called the Central Wasatch Commission (“CWC”) Stakeholders Council 28 
Transportation System Committee Meeting to order at 3:30 p.m. and welcomed those present. 29 
 30 
2. Review and Approval of the Minutes of the February 10, 2025, Meeting.  31 
 32 
Chair Richardson reviewed the Meeting Minutes from the February 10, 2025, Transportation 33 
System Committee Meeting.  At the last meeting, the Committee discussed the traction law and 34 
the rental car companies.  In addition, there were discussions about tolling and signage.  The 35 
Transportation System Committee talked about a baseline study and the fact that the Visitor Use 36 
Study did not address all user groups.  The last study was more of a satisfaction survey.  There 37 
was a lengthy discussion about next steps as well as the need to include homeowners and residents.  38 
 39 
MOTION:  Linda Johnson moved to APPROVE the Minutes from February 10, 2025.  _____ 40 
seconded the motion.  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Committee. 41 
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 1 
“BASELINE STUDY” DATA GATHERING DISCUSSION 2 
 3 
1. The Committee will Complete a List of Desired Data for a “Baseline Study” 4 

Documenting Visitor Data in the Central Wasatch (John Knoblock Has Already 5 
Begun This List). 6 

 7 
2. The Committee will Discuss How to Divide the Data Gathering Responsibilities 8 

Between Themselves and Between Committees. 9 
 10 
Chair Richardson reported that the Transportation System Committee previously talked about 11 
different user groups and how the baseline study data could be used.  Based on past comments, it 12 
seems Committee Members believe the Visitor Use Study was incomplete.  It had some ski and 13 
trail numbers but did not cover all of the different users in the study area.  When it comes to the 14 
baseline study, there could be a more detailed and formal study or there could simply be a 15 
collection of data for different user groups.  He asked for feedback about the study options.   16 
 17 
John Knoblock believed the initial concept was to conduct a rough study to start.  This would 18 
involve collecting the existing data related to the various user groups.  In addition, there could be 19 
transportation information, such as the number of formal and informal parking spaces that 20 
currently exist.  Based on the data collection, it would then be possible to discuss whether it is 21 
worth hiring a consultant to conduct a more detailed analysis or if the baseline data is sufficient.   22 
 23 
Chair Richardson noted that there are a number of different users in the canyons, which include 24 
backcountry skiers, snowshoers, hikers, bicyclists, and so on.  Those visitors use the parking lots 25 
and need to utilize the restrooms.  There have been previous Committee discussions about how to 26 
fund the necessary restrooms and whether that should be handled through the U.S. Forest Service 27 
or Salt Lake County.  In order to have a solid transportation plan, certain baseline data is needed.   28 
 29 
Mr. Knoblock reported that Patrick Morrison is on the Stakeholders Council but is also the 30 
Recreation Program Director for the Utah Outdoor Recreation Grant program.  The baseline study 31 
information would be useful when it comes to allocating funds for project grants.  For instance, if 32 
there is a desire to obtain funding for more trailhead restrooms, it would be beneficial to have some 33 
user data numbers to better highlight the need for that kind of project.  Chair Richardson asked 34 
whether this is something the Committee would like to formally ask the Stakeholders Council and 35 
then the CWC Board about.  Executive Director, Lindsey Nielsen, believes that Mr. Knoblock 36 
envisions starting with the data collection at a Stakeholders Council level before asking for funding 37 
from the CWC Board.  Council Members can obtain the already available data and centralize it.  38 
After the data has been centralized, it will be possible to create a Phase I Report with all of the 39 
data that the various System Committees have collected as well as a list of data that is still desired.  40 
From that point, it will be possible to forward a recommendation to the Council and Board.   41 
 42 
Mr. Knoblock explained that he previously created a draft methodology.  He has retitled it in the 43 
shared Google Drive folder for the Stakeholders Council.  It is now called, “CWC Stakeholders 44 
2025 Baseline Visitor Use Study Methodology.”  There is a transportation element and a visitor 45 
use element.  He proposes a discussion about who will volunteer to take on the different elements.   46 
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 1 
In the transportation section, there are four different items listed, including car counts in Big 2 
Cottonwood Canyon and Little Cottonwood Canyon, Utah Transit Authority (“UTA”) van and bus 3 
counts in Big Cottonwood Canyon and Little Cottonwood Canyon, vehicle counts in Millcreek 4 
Canyon, and formal parking and roadside parking spot counts.  It was noted that car count data is 5 
available from the Utah Department of Transportation (“UDOT”) and is on the Environmental 6 
Dashboard.  Mike Marker pointed out that it will be difficult to obtain parking spot data by using 7 
Google Maps.  Mr. Knoblock noted that the standard vehicle parking spot is 22 feet in length.  It 8 
might be possible to measure the distance, divide it by 22 feet, and create a rough estimate. 9 
 10 
Tom Diegel noted that it is possible to use trailhead counters and bicycle counters to obtain some 11 
data.  He believes it will be fairly straightforward to collect that data and offered to do so.  The 12 
Wasatch Backcountry Alliance has the trail counter data and he represents them on the Council.  13 
There are approximately 20 trail counters at the ski trailheads in the winter and those are loaned to 14 
the Forest Service in the summertime for use at different trailheads.  Mr. Knoblock pointed out 15 
that when it comes to the Transportation System Committee, the focus should be on transit and 16 
parking information.  The trail counter data might fit with the Recreation System Committee's 17 
work.   18 
 19 
The list of transportation elements was reviewed by the Transportation System Committee.  20 
Ms. Nielsen suggested that during the review, there be edits made to the document to indicate 21 
where the data can be found.  She reported that it is possible to find the car count information on 22 
the Environmental Dashboard in the Air Quality section or from UDOT.  Mr. Marker believed a 23 
range would be presented in order to account for the summer and winter numbers.  Mr. Knoblock 24 
suggested that the information be broken out into seasons.  Alternatively, there could be winter 25 
and summer data presented.  Director of Operations, Samantha Kilpack, thought it made sense to 26 
show quarterly data.  The Environmental Dashboard was reviewed.  Mr. Marker wanted to 27 
understand the measuring tool used to collect the car counts.  He wanted to make sure the car count 28 
data did not include buses.  Ms. Nielsen does not believe there is a way to isolate between mass 29 
transit and personal vehicles.  Discussions were had about how to separate the data.  30 
 31 
Chair Richardson offered to look into the UTA van and bus count information.  Mr. Knoblock 32 
added to that line item so the data would include the number of riders.  Mr. Marker offered to look 33 
into the car count data.  The Committee discussed the vehicle counts in Millcreek Canyon.  34 
Ms. Nielsen reported that CWC Staff has County contacts and those can be shared with a member 35 
of the Committee.  The Forest Service will also have that kind of data.  Mark Baer offered to look 36 
into that data.  Mr. Knoblock pointed out that those with annual passes might not be represented 37 
in the data.  Additionally, he noted that there is not always someone at the fee booth, so the numbers 38 
may not be completely accurate.  As for the formal parking and roadside parking spot counts, it 39 
was determined that Mr. Knoblock will look into the information.  He noted that the ski resorts 40 
know their formal parking spot numbers, so obtaining the formal parking spot number should be 41 
fairly straightforward.  The informal roadside parking spots will be a rougher number but should 42 
be suitable for the baseline study process.  Ian Reddell asked if the Forest Service has numbers for 43 
the parking lots, which was confirmed.  He offered to reach out to the Salt Lake District Ranger.   44 
 45 
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The next Transportation System Committee Meeting will take place on April 14, 2025.  The 1 
Committee Members who volunteered were asked to have that baseline study information ready 2 
ahead of the meeting.  Mr. Marker asked when the Committee will start to consider the impacts 3 
caused by the volume of people in the canyons.  Mr. Knoblock pointed out the Forest Service has 4 
a significant say in capacity.  However, in the past, the Forest Service has stated there is no broad 5 
number for the Central Wasatch, but individual areas might have capacities.  He noted that while 6 
ski resorts might have capacity levels, that is a moving target as the technology and lifts change.   7 
 8 
Mr. Marker clarified that he is talking about the capacity of public lands that the public controls.  9 
He is not as concerned with the ski resort's capacities.  When the Visitor Use Study presentation 10 
occurred, there were mentions of degraded trails.  The visitor numbers have certain impacts.  He 11 
stressed the importance of understanding the impact that visitor use has in the canyons.  12 
Mr. Knoblock stated that the baseline study data can tie into the Visitor Use Study data.  That can 13 
then be used by the land manager and CWC partners to take necessary action.  Mr. Marker 14 
reiterated that capacity needs to be established in the canyons.  The national parks often talk about 15 
capacity.  He wants to make sure that the baseline study work will eventually address the capacity 16 
and impact.  Mr. Diegel left a question in the Zoom chat box asking what action he would suggest.  17 
 18 
Mr. Marker believes the organization needs to look into measuring the impact.  He pointed out that 19 
the Visitor Use Study rated various trails based on the degradation level, which is one way to look 20 
at use impacts.  He wants to know if the Stakeholders Council is prepared to suggest a process 21 
where trail use impacts are measured.  Ms. Nielsen explained that this is something that can be 22 
discussed by the Stakeholders Council.  A recommendation could then be forwarded to the CWC 23 
Board.  Mr. Knoblock suggested that this be discussed by the Recreation System Committee first.  24 
 25 
Mr. Baer commented that there is no clear number when it comes to capacity because it is possible 26 
to fit a lot of people into an area, but that number is not necessarily beneficial.  If there is a rough 27 
idea of the number of trail users, the Committee can start to examine the associated levels of wear.  28 
There might be an impact study available that tracks the level of trail impact based on the number 29 
of users.  That information can be used to make estimates about the impact levels on trails.   30 
 31 
Mr. Knoblock reiterated his suggestion to address this further at the Recreation System Committee 32 
Meeting later in the week.  Something else the Recreation System Committee is looking into is the 33 
Tri-Canyon Trails Master Plan that the Forest Service has been working on.  It is possible to 34 
consider how all of that works together.  Linda Johnson agrees with the comments shared.  She 35 
believes the Forest Service is aware of the number of trail users there can be before there are 36 
various signs of damage.  It might be possible to reach out to the Forest Service for that data.   37 
 38 
A comment from Mr. Diegel in the Zoom chat box was read aloud.  He asked if the Transportation 39 
System Committee is willing to collect the data before there is awareness of its ultimate utility.  40 
Ms. Kilpack suggested that the Committee discuss who the data is intended for, who is envisioned 41 
to use the data, and what information is needed to tailor the data to that audience.  Chair Richardson 42 
suggested that the volunteers start with the data collection previously discussed.  There can be a 43 
conversation about the use of the data at a future Transportation System Committee Meeting. 44 
 45 
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TRANSPORTATION LEGISLATION SESSION DISCUSSION 1 
 2 
1. The Committee will Discuss Transportation-Related Bills Introduced During the 3 

Recent Legislative Session and their Potential Impacts.   4 
 5 
Chair Richardson reported that there were transportation-related bills introduced during the recent 6 
Legislative Session.  One example is Senate Bill (“S.B.”) 195.  It mainly turned out to be an 7 
argument with Salt Lake City about roads.  That bill was watered down from the earlier version.   8 
 9 
In 2023, S.B. 003 allocated $150 million to UDOT for enhanced bus service, parking at the resorts, 10 
and tolling.  Chair Richardson asked if any Committee Members have heard more about that 11 
allocation.  He has heard that the lawsuits are preventing the UDOT Little Cottonwood Canyon 12 
Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”) work.  It was suggested that the Committee continue to 13 
monitor this matter.  Mr. Marker stated that UDOT is using the lawsuit as a reason not to move 14 
forward, but the plaintiffs have asked UDOT to tell them the specific items that are holding things 15 
up.  There is a willingness to release some items so the Phase I work can move forward.  However, 16 
he understands that UDOT has not expressed a willingness to do this.  Mr. Knoblock reported that 17 
Friends of Alta and Save Our Canyons have stated anecdotally that they would agree to a stipulated 18 
settlement without prejudice that would allow UDOT to do that, but Salt Lake City has not agreed.  19 
In the Salt Lake City lawsuit, it states that there is opposition to enhanced busing.   20 
 21 
Discussions were had about the Salt Lake City lawsuit language.  During the CWC Board Retreat, 22 
Laura Briefer explained that there were concerns about providing water to the transit stations.  23 
Mr. Marker pointed out that the concern is different than being against additional buses in the 24 
canyons.  Mr. Knoblock reiterated that the lawsuit language states there is opposition to enhanced 25 
busing.   26 
 27 
Mr. Baer shared information about House Bill (“H.B.”) 196, which is the traction law bill.  He had 28 
contacted the original sponsors of the bill.  It was a good bill, but the $750 fine for violating it only 29 
went to individuals.  He explained that the parties in the best position to adhere to this law are the 30 
rental companies.  Mr. Baer tried to encourage the original sponsors of the bill to reference an 31 
individual or entity, so it would be possible for the rental car companies to be fined as well.  By 32 
the time he received a response about the suggestion, it was already too late in the session.  33 
Mr. Baer reported that the bill passed, so there is now a $750 fine, but he feels an addition is 34 
needed.  Ms. Johnson shared information about what was attempted in Aspen approximately 40 35 
years ago.   36 
 37 
2025-2026 SEASON TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS DISCUSSION 38 
 39 
1. The Committee will Discuss Project Ideas and Proposals for the 2025-2026 Winter 40 

Season to Promote Various Transportation Solutions, including Carpooling, Traffic 41 
Alleviation, Transit Improvements, and Traction Law Compliance. 42 

 43 
Chair Richardson noted that since the traction law is technically applicable to the whole State and 44 
not only the canyons, it is important that there be a push to make the traction law applicable all 45 
day in certain locations.  Another letter was submitted last week to the Airport Authority where he 46 
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asked for his comments to be forwarded to the rental car companies.  He received zero responses 1 
from the rental car companies but has heard anecdotally that some companies have shared 2 
information about the traction law with renters.  He agrees that the companies need to be involved.  3 
An Interim Committee would be a wonderful way to promote the traction law and other projects.   4 
 5 
Mr. Knoblock asked about the timing of the Big Cottonwood Canyon Environmental Assessment 6 
(“EA”).  Ms. Nielsen reported that it should be done by the end of the year.  Mr. Knoblock noted 7 
that it is possible the Big Cottonwood Canyon EA and Phase I of the UDOT Little Cottonwood 8 
Canyon EIS could be separated out so action can be taken by the Legislature in 2026.  Chair 9 
Richardson referenced the Snowbird website, which includes information about the Canyon 10 
Carpool Club.  Continuing to encourage programs like that at ski resorts would be beneficial.   11 
 12 
Chair Richardson shared information about what is done with other resorts.  It might be worth 13 
speaking to someone at UDOT about the possibility of having one-way traffic up and one-way 14 
traffic down.  Mr. Knoblock reported that this was discussed during the early part of the UDOT 15 
Little Cottonwood EIS process.  UDOT was not interested in pursuing that due to emergency 16 
vehicles and transit vehicles needing access.  Chair Richardson explained that he is suggesting that 17 
different alternatives be explored.  As for carpooling, Mr. Knoblock believed UDOT previously 18 
stated there is no data about the number of single-occupant vehicles.  That would be useful to know 19 
in terms of the tolling.  For example, the cost could be different based on the number of people in 20 
the vehicle.  He would estimate that a quarter of the vehicles are single-occupant vehicles. 21 
 22 
Mr. Marker reported that there have been measurements and there are 50% single-occupant 23 
vehicles, 40% two-occupant vehicles, and the remainder is mixed.  That data is included in the 24 
UDOT Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS where the number of people in the canyon is discussed.  25 
Mr. Knoblock believed that UDOT stated they do not have the technology to assess tolls based on 26 
occupancy.  That is something the Transportation System Committee could look into.  Chair 27 
Richardson expressed support for the sticker program but felt traction stickers should be electronic 28 
to address delays.  He offered to look into examples where tolling is done based on occupancy.   29 
 30 
FUNDING DISCUSSION UPDATES 31 
 32 
1. The Committee will Discuss Funding Needs for Plowing, Restrooms, and Other Needs 33 

in the Central Wasatch. 34 
 35 
Mr. Knoblock mentioned trailhead plowing improvements as a potential funding need.  There 36 
could be better strategies to make sure that happens regularly.  This is something that Mr. Diegel 37 
has previously mentioned he wants to see improved, in addition to the signage.  That ties into the 38 
Forest Service fee program that is being implemented in a phased approach.  He explained that a 39 
fee needs to be paid to park in White Pine.  100 feet below and 100 feet above the parking lot, 40 
there is no parking allowed, to encourage parking in the formal lot.  Trying to improve that process 41 
is something the Committee can work on moving forward, as there is not currently clear and 42 
adequate signage in place.  Chair Richardson asked for additional funding discussion items. 43 
 44 
Ms. Johnson shared a funding suggestion.  The Federal budget choices will force many of the 45 
national parks to cut down on visitation or not open at all.  There was an article in The New York 46 
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Times on March 7, 2025, which stated that 4,000 campsites in California may close because the 1 
Forest Service does not have the money to operate them.  If the canyons are recreation sites for 2 
Salt Lake County and the rest of the State, individuals or even the CWC should approach various 3 
governments about contributing to the needs in the area.  She feels Salt Lake County should be 4 
responsible for further funding the Forest Service, especially to address the restroom needs.  She 5 
suggested attending a Salt Lake County meeting and presenting information about what is needed.  6 
A similar presentation could be made to the Wasatch Front Regional Council and others.  7 
Ms. Nielsen noted that Ms. Johnson is able to share comments during those meetings as an 8 
individual.     9 
 10 
Ms. Nielsen asked if Ms. Johnson wanted to attend meetings and speak as an individual or if she 11 
wanted to forward a formal recommendation to the Stakeholders Council.  Ms. Johnson does not 12 
think a recommendation should need to move through so many steps to reach the CWC Board.  13 
Ms. Nielsen clarified that there is a process for forwarding recommendations.  This is the 14 
Transportation System Committee of the Stakeholders Council.  The Committee cannot speak on 15 
behalf of the Stakeholders Council or on behalf of the CWC Board.  Ms. Johnson expressed 16 
frustration about the process and noted that she wants to see some action taken on this item.  17 
 18 
Mr. Knoblock suggested that Ms. Johnson write an email to CWC Staff to outline a more 19 
formalized idea.  Discussions were had about email communication with CWC Staff.  Ms. Kilpack 20 
explained that there is a desire to better understand what Ms. Johnson would like to see happen.  21 
Ms. Johnson stated that she has brought a suggestion to the Transportation System Committee.  22 
She feels there should be funding requests made to those who benefit directly from canyon use, 23 
such as Salt Lake County and the State of Utah.  Mr. Knoblock believed that is outside the scope 24 
of the Transportation System Committee.  As a result, he suggested the next item be discussed.  25 
 26 
CWC ENVIRONMENTAL DASHBOARD 27 
 28 
1. The Committee will Discuss Takeaways from the Recent Environmental Dashboard 29 

Storyboarding Session.  30 
 31 
2. The Committee will Discuss Promoting the Environmental Dashboard to the 32 

Community. 33 
 34 
Chair Richardson discussed the Environmental Dashboard Storyboarding Workshop that was held 35 
recently.  There was a review of the Environmental Dashboard at that time.  He was impressed 36 
with the amount of information available.  At that time, he commented that there should be more 37 
promotion of the Environmental Dashboard.  Mr. Knoblock reported that during the workshop, the 38 
participants talked about moving the transportation information out of the Air Quality and Climate 39 
section and into the Human Element.  Ms. Kilpack believes certain information can be in multiple 40 
locations on the Environmental Dashboard.  Chair Richardson reiterated that it is a meaningful 41 
source of information.  He believed the tool should be more widely shared and promoted.   42 
 43 
Ms. Kilpack explained that individual Committee Members can share the Environmental 44 
Dashboard if there is a desire to do so.  Alternatively, the Stakeholders Council can create a more 45 
detailed plan with specific ways to promote the Environmental Dashboard.  That can be 46 
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considered, voted on, and a recommendation can be forwarded to the CWC Board.  Committee 1 
Members can also share suggestions with CWC Staff in order to better promote the tool.   2 
 3 
MEETING RECAP AND NEXT MEETING AGENDA 4 
 5 
1. The Committee will Review the Action Items that have been Decided Upon for the 6 

Next Meeting. 7 
 8 
2. The Committee will Discuss Topics for the Next Meeting Agenda. 9 
 10 
Chair Richardson noted that there have been a lot of meaningful discussions and there are several 11 
action items related to the baseline study.  There can be continued discussions about next steps.   12 
 13 
Mr. Reddell asked about tolling in Millcreek and where the money is used.  Ms. Nielsen reported 14 
that it is a County road and there is Forest Service land.  The parking lots and restrooms are Forest 15 
Service-owned, but the road is owned by the County.  The funding from the toll booth goes towards 16 
some of the Forest Service work.  Mr. Knoblock explained that Salt Lake County Parks and 17 
Recreation hires someone to sit in the fee booth.  The money collected goes to Salt Lake County.  18 
Each year, the Forest Service presents a budget to the County, which includes the money needed 19 
to maintain the facilities in Millcreek Canyon.  Upon approval of that budget, Salt Lake County 20 
Parks and Recreation then transfers that money to the Salt Lake Ranger District for use.  21 
Mr. Reddell believes tolling is one of the most significant decisions related to the other canyons.  22 
He is curious about the impacts tolling has had on homeowners in Millcreek Canyon.  For instance, 23 
whether tolling has reduced visitation levels or if it has had any unintended consequences.   24 
 25 
OTHER ITEMS 26 
 27 
There were no additional items discussed.  28 
 29 
PUBLIC COMMENT 30 
 31 
There were no public comments. 32 
 33 
CLOSING 34 
 35 
1. Chair Richardson will Call for a Motion to Adjourn the Transportation System 36 

Committee Meeting. 37 
 38 
MOTION:  Linda Johnson moved to ADJOURN.  Danny Richardson seconded the motion.  The 39 
motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Committee. 40 
 41 
The Central Wasatch Commission Transportation System Committee Meeting adjourned at 42 
5:00 p.m.   43 
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I hereby certify that the foregoing represents a true, accurate, and complete record of the Central 1 
Wasatch Commission Transportation System Committee Meeting held on Monday, March 10, 2025. 2 
 3 

Teri Forbes 4 

Teri Forbes  5 
T Forbes Group  6 
Minutes Secretary  7 
 8 
Minutes Approved: _____________________ 9 


